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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

When, a few weeks back, the writer of the following 
pages gave to the public a small tract, under the title, 
" The Sinless Humanity of Christ Vindicated against 
THE Irvino Heresy/* he had no wish or intention to 
provoke controversy among brethren. Religious contro- 
versy he most strongly deprecates, when not called for by 
manifest and urgent necessity. How far he was justified 
in stepping forward on the occasion already mentioned, 
the reader will be best able to judge, from the following 
statement: — " The Irving heresy,*' for so it is now in 
common parlance designated, which attributes to our 
Lord a fallen and sinful humanity, with a proclivity to 
moral evil, appeared to the writer a doctrine of the most 
awful character and tendency. The facts, that certain 
brethren in the ministry in his own immediate vicinity 
had embraced, and zealously advocated, this heresy, in 



common with other novel opinions of Mr. Irving ; — that 
their puhlic advocacy of these doctrines had occasioned 
much talk and gi'eat uneasiness in certain connexiobs, 
made the writer (and to this he was urged hy judicious 
brethren) feel it a duty to publish a plain tract ou the 
subject, in the hope that, under the divine blessing, it 
might preserve the minds of some from the contagion of 
error. In doing this, care was taken that no expression 
should escape which could be considered either uncha- 
ritable towards the brethren in question, or which might 
be considered as holding them up to their neighbours as 
heretical in opinion. Their names were not once men- 
tioned — their writings were not once quoted. 

It was — and the reader is desired particularly to re- 
mark this — ^it was " the Irving heresy** which was attacked. 
Little was it to be expected that clergymen of the church 
of England would step foi*ward as the defenders of the 
repudiated minister of the church of Scotland, as a 
'^ much injured man ;" and least of all was it to be ex- 
pected, that they would appear as the champions of that 
most obnoxious doctrine which that orthodox church had 
most scriptumlly condemned as heresy, and which the 
writer firmly believes to be a doctrine equally opposed to 
the word of God, and the recognized faith of the church 
of England. In doing so, they have identified themselves 
with the Irving heresy ! It is but an evasion, after con- 
tending for the orthodoxy of Mr. Irvings doctrine, as 
stated in the extracts given in my tract, (p. 11,) to say, 
" these are not our words and statements, and we are not 
bound by them ;" since the heresy attacked, and which is 
stated in those extracts, is avowed and espoused by these 
gentlemen as *' the orthodox doctrine i" 

The publication to which I refer, and on which it is 
my intention to animadvert, (and I shall claim the liberty^ 



for the sake of conyeiiieiice« of using the first person,) 
is entitled, " The Scripture Doctrine of the Person and 
Humanity of our Divine Redeemer, the Lord Jesus 
Christ : with some Remarks on a Publication by the 
Rev. R. Meek. By the Rev. H. T. Bume, &c.*' 
Though published in the name of Mr. Bume, it is 
avowed to be " a joint production" How many have 
engaged in this work I know not : that one neighbouring 
cleigyman has more particularly united with Mr. B. in 
this joint production, is no secret, inasmuch as he has 
avowed it to me. However, as his name is not once men- 
tioned in the pamphlet, I will not obtrude it on the public* 

The following passage from Mr. Bume s publication 
wUl justify the notice which I feel called upon to take of 
this singular production :^ 

*' The Rev. Mr. Meek, the curate of an adjoining 
parish, taith whom we are on terms of friendly intercourse, 
has thought Jit to print a little tract, attacking the ortho- 
dox doctrine, under the luvme of the ' Irving heresy.' 
Having a different opinion as to the side on which the 
heresy lies, and fearing that Mr. MJs false doctrine 
on this subject might be circulated among our flocks, and 
have currency given to it by the fact of our acquaintance- 
SHIP, we thought it incumbent upon v^s to lift up a testi- 
mony against it, and to put our people on their guard.*' 

How far the serious charge here brought against me, 
of promulgating " false doctrine," can be substantiated, 
the tract which has given rise to this attack, and which is 
before the public, must decide. Should, however, the 
doctrine defended in my tract be found to be in accord- 
ance with holy Scripture, and the Articles of the church 
of England, which my opponents as well as myself have 
again and again subscribed, — then have they placed 
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themselves in the strange position of treating that as 
heterodox, which the church declares to he orthodox ; 
and taken upon themselves to guard their flocks agamst 
that all-important truth, which they are under the most 
sacred vows to teach and uphold ! 

The tone of '* solemn rebuke"* held towards me in this 
publication, I leave with Mr. B., and those engaged with 
him, to justify. According to their own fidr interpreta- 
tion of 1 Tim. V. 1, I beg to suggest, that they are 
endued with no authority for this purpose. Is it possible 
that Mr. B. can imagine that the coalition he has formed 
with certain brethren holding peculiar doctrines, em- 
powers them to deal out their '* solemn rebukes" upon 
one who cautions plain people against errors as to the 
human nature of the Redeemer P 

Mr. B. wishes his readers to remember that the pam- 
phlet he has given to the public is not ciggressive, hut de^ 
fensive* On this point a few remarks are necessary. 
Did I attack Mr. B. and his colleagues ? It was not 
them, hut " the Irving heresy," I attacked. If their 
opinions do not coincide with the Irving heresy, they are 
not attacked. But if they have promulgated the ob- 
noxious doctrine from the pulpit, and from house to 
house, (and they now advocate it as " the orthodox doc- 
trine !") and have given currency to books and tracts, 
not in then: own parishes only, inculcating the sinful 
humanity of our Lord, — ^if, as is matter of notoriety, they 
speak degradingly of their brethren, yea, of their fathers 
in the ministry, who are opposed to this doctrine, and 
denounce to perdition those who do not teach it, — the 
attack is on their part It was therefore right, yea, 
moreover, it was imperative, on me in defence, to point 
out the abominable nature, and the mischievous tendency 



of those statements which axe found in such books as 
" Irving on the Human Nature of our Lord/' 

Had the authors of the " joint production/' to whose 
personal piety and zeal I cheerfully bear testimony, 
fairly examined and refutj^ the arguments of my tract, I 
should have had no just cause of complaint. Let them 
convince me by the word of Grod that I am on any point 
in error, and that opinion, however long held, or fondly 
cherished, I will readily renounce. My arguments are, 
however, overlooked and untouched. Unfair insinuations^ 
strange misrepresentations of my meaning, irony, and 
sarcasm, supply the place of solid reasoning and con- 
vincing refutation. In this way error may be abetted ; 
but in this way the cause of truth can never with dignity 
or consistency be defended. 

Non tali auxilio, nee defensoribus istis 
Tempus eget. 



II. 



MISREPRESENTATIONS IN MR. BURNE'S 

PAMPHLET. 

Thet who engage in controversy, if truth be their ob- 
ject, are under sacred obligations, honestly and charitably 
to examine and state the opinions of their opponents. 
By a different procedure, christian charity is sacrificed, 
unchristian feelings are engendered, and the cause of 
truth is wounded. An opponent's real sentiments are 

a6 
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not fairly judged by an iDcidental expression, or fimn 
extract torn from its context, but by tbe design of 
published work taken as a whole. To exaggerate, to per- 
vert, or to make to appear ridiculous, an opponents 
statements, by a partial exhibition, or misrepresentatioti 
of tbem, is a line of conduct from which every honorable 
and christian mind will shrink. In giving, in my tncty 
certain extracts from Mr. Irving's book on the Human 
Nature of our Lord, as explanatory of his doctiine, Mr. 
Bume charges me with giving passages " torn from their 
contexts" I could not have done otherwise, unless I 
had transcribed the whole of the work from which I 
quoted. Those extracts were fairly made, as can be veri- 
fied by a reference to Mr. I.'s work ; and be it remem- 
bered, that work was specially elaborated to defend the 
doctrine which i$ expressed in those extracts. The 
charge, therefore, of unfairness or dishonesty, implied in 
Mr. B/s remarks, is untenable. If disposed to such a 
line of defence, I might retort the charge. Has not Mr. 
B. given extracts from certain grave and learned authors, 
" torn from their contexts," in support of a doctrine 
which it is clear, from the general tenor of their writings^ 
they never countenanced, and which, had they lived in 
these days, they would have abjured as dangerous and 
heretical ? With what propriety Mr. B. has introduced 
them to this novel " acquaintanceship,'' will soon appear. 

I will now notice a few of the many misrepresentations 
expressed or implied in Mr. B.'s pamphlet. 

1 . It is positively stated, that I deny the mortality of 
the flesh of Christ. Mr. B. says — *' One of the most 
extraordinary things in Mr, M. s tract is, his actual 
denial that the flesh of Christ was mortal !" A more 
gross mistatement of a writers real meaning, I do not 
remember to have met with in any controversial work. 
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Thftt the reader may judge for himself, I will here 
tranecrihe the passage from my tract on which this charge 
is founded, putting in italics those words which express 
my meaning and design in it. 

*' The fact of his (Christ s) dying, is no evidence of 
his having & fallen nature, much less is it evidence that 
Christ was mortal according to the eommon course of 
nature. The words of Christ, ' I have power to lay 
down my life, and I have power to take it up again/ 
viewed in connexion with the peculiarity of his death, 
' he howed his head,' and dismissed his spirit, (a^i^ife to 
irptvfia,) to my mind appears to indicate an independ- 
ence of mortality." 

How it is possible from this passage, in which I speak 
of the death of Christ, to extract an '' actual denial that 
the fiesh of Christ was mortal,*' I cannot imagine. The 
object of the passage is stated in the first member of it^ 
t. e, tbe death of Christ " is no evidence of his having a 
fallen nature.'^ Mr. Irving, and those who think with 
liim, on the contrary, contend, that if Christ had come in 
a sinless and unfallen nature, he could not have died ! 

" Death," says Mr. I., " being the proper penalty of 
sin, the sign of God's holiness and justice upon a sinning 
man, is not to be reached or come at by any person, 
otherwise than through the way of sin. If a sinless 
person could die, then death would not be the sign of 
God's hatred of sin : for in that case it would without sin 
be inflicted. Now, that Christ is a sinless person we all 
admit, and how then could be reach death ? He could 
not reach it by coming in a sinless and unfallen nature, 
such as Adam's : for such a nature, not having sinned, 
could not die, without making death void as the great 
sign of God's holiness. To reach death, there is no 
other way but by coming in the nature of a sinful crea- 
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ture — in that nature which having sinned, did underlie 
the curse of death." * 

Mr. B., in reasoning on this pointy and throughout the 
whole of his puhlication, in speaking of the humanity of 
the Saviour, appears to confine his attention to the mere 
"flesh " of Christ Does he mean that the mere flesh 
of Christ was all that constituted his humanity, and that 
to the exclusion of the rational and human soul ? With- 
out the latter, Christ could not have heen a perfect man : 
hence one of our creeds declares Christ to he " perfect 
man; of a reasonable soul, and human flesh subsisting,** 
It can hardly he necessary to inform Mr. B. that Apol- 
linarius and other heretics, about 300 years after 
Christ, denied the Messiah's having a human soul, and 
talked of a super-celestial spirit as supplying the place 
thereof. The, ancient Arians also spoke of Christ re- 
ceiving only a body at his incarnation, which they sup- 
posed to be animated by a super-angelic spirit. I should 
regret on slight ground to charge Mr. B. and his bre- 
thren with either of these heresies, though perhaps their 
confining their ideas of the humanity of Christ to the 
mere flesh, would appear to afiford much ground for it. 
It appears an absurdity to speak as Mr. I. does of our 
Lord's human nature, " as apart from him, in itself*' 
Can we with truth or propriety speak of the nature of a 
man apart from the man himself ? What is the mere 
flesh of Christ without the rational soul, but a portion of 
matter, sinless, inactive, and passive ? Let the reader 
bear in mind what Mr.B. has most strangely overlooked, 
in this controversy, that Christ was " perfect man, of a 
reasonable soul, and human flesh subsisting:" — this was 
the true humanity assumed by the Son of God, which, in 

• Irving, on the Human Nature, &c. p. 91. 
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the proper place, will be shown to have been sinless. 
The mere flesh of Christ, of which we hear so much, 
considered abstractedly, per se, apart from the divinity 
with which it was united in the person of the Redeemer, 
and left to itself, was liable to the operation of the same 
physical causes as all other flesh, and would, therefore, 
like all other flesh, have been liable to death and cor- 
ruptibility. 

Bat to return to the point at issue. I stated that the 
fact of Christ's dying is no evidence that he was mortal 
** according to the common course of nature," and that 
peculiar circumstances in his death appeared to indicate 
an " independence of mortality." Did not our Liord 
assert so much, when he declared, " I lay down my life 
that 1 might take it again. No man taketh it from me, 
bat I lay it down of myself: I have power to lay it down, 
and I have power to take it again." (John x. 17, 18.) 
Let the peculiar circumstances of the death of Christ be 
considered in connexion with these words. It is true 
that the phrase, a^rfxe to wyevjAa, he dismissed his spirit, 
and other similar phrases, are used simply to express the 
act of dying ; but it is equally true that there was a pecu- 
liarity about the death of Christ, which, however Mr. B. 
may aflfect to ridicule the term, rendered it truly unique :* 

• Mr. B. might well have spared his ridicule of this word, 
bad he remembered the strange and new-ooined phraseology 
used by himself and writers of his school. Where will he find 
•othority for the following terms 1 — <* Satan's fatherhood/' 
" Adambood," « Christhood/' « .Gonial dignity/' " Zoopoient/' 

Aoquaintanceship/' "Officeship/* The termination " thip,** 
denotes "Office/'— how strange, then, to say, " officeiAtp!" 

These are a part : but to relate thee all 

The monstrous, nnbaptised fantasies, 

Woold bring my word in doubt, and thy belief 

Stagger. PoLiocK. 
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it was an event to which we can find nothing parallel or 
analogous in any other death. It is evident that our 
Lord did not, like those crucified with him, die from ex- 
haustion : his death preceded theirs : his loud cry showed 
there was much of the strength of nature in him at the 
time: — the manner in which he dismissed his spirit 
showed that he had " power to lay down his life and to 
take it again.'' However the phenomena which sig- 
nalized the death of the Saviour might have impressed 
the mind of the centurion ; even according to Mr. B.'s 
own showing, and according to his translation, which is 
not an improved one, " When the centurion saw that 
Christ 80, having cried out, expired, he said," &c. ; i, e, 
" When the centurion saw that he so expired, he said, 
Trnly, this man was the Son of God !" Was this death 
according to the common course of nature ? — ^Was there 
nothing in all this, coupled with the previous declarations 
of Christ, (John x. 17, 18,) which indicated an inde- 
pendence of mortality P Does not Mr. B. himself in 
other words assert what I contend for, when he says,^— 
" He (Christ) was God as well as man ; and had he so 
pleased, he might, douhtless, by a continued act of divine 
power, have preserved his mortal, his creature part, his 
humanity, from death." What is this, but to attribute 
to Christ an independence of mortality, which, in my 
tract, is ridiculed and condemned by Mr. B. as false 
doctrine ! 

I have insisted the more on this point from its im- 
portant bearing on another truth of fundamental import- 
ance — the voluntary character of the death of Christ. 
As one who was Lord of his own life, who had an original 
right to dispose of it as he pleased, he said, in the an- 
ticipation of that event, " I lay down my life that I 
may take it again — / lay it down of myself," &c. 
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Hence, such expressions as the following — " The Son of 
man came to give his life a ransom for many." " He 
^ave himself for us." " Christ loved the church, and 
gave himself for if O what must have heen the 
strength of purpose and of love in the Saviour, who, 
though possessing an independence of mortality, yet 
cheerfully and voluntarily devoted himself to the painful 
and shameful, death of the cross, to save a guilty world ! 
How greatly does it detract from his divine philan- 
thropy, to say that be was subject to death, because he 
had a fallen and sinful nature — ^that he was mortal ac- 
cording to the common course of nature—- and that he 
possessed no independence of mortality ! 

It will now be necessary to notice Mr. B.'s extracts 
from certain grave, learned, and holy writers, and which 
are arrayed against me. Had Mr. B. done justice to 
the judicious Hooker, and considered his argument, he 
would not rashly have " torn from its context " a passage 
he has quoted against me, and in support of a doctrine 
which that great writer never countenanced. Hooker s 
argument was to show the great advantages which our 
human nature derives from its union with Deity in the 
person of the Son of God. I. give the passage more at 
length than Mr. B. has felt it convenient to do. 

** And as God hath in Christ unspeakably glorified 
the nobler, (the $oul,) so likewise the meaner part of 
our nature, the very bodily substance of man. Where 
also that must again be remembered, which we noted be- 
fore, concerning the degrees of the influence of Deity, 
proportionable unto his own purposes, intents, and coun- 
sels. For in this respect, his body, which by natural 
condition was corruptible, wanted the gif^ of everlastiny 
immunity from death, passion, and dissolution, till 
God which gave it to be slain for sin, had for righteous- 
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ness'-sake^ restored it to life with certainty of its endless 
continuance." 

How completely Mr. B. has overlooked Hooker's real 
argument, and mistaken his true meaning; and how 
little support this passage, which he quotes against me, 
gives to the doctrine he attempts to prove by it, he might 
have discovered had he read the next section hut one 
from that from which he made his extract. These are 
Hooker's words : — 

" That which in him (Christ) made our nature «ft- 
corrupt, was the union of his Deity with our nature. 
And in that respect, the sentence of death and condem* 
nation, which only takeih hold upon sinful flesh, eould 
no way possibly extend unto him. This caused his 
voluntary death for others to prevail with God» and to 
have the force of an expiatory sacrifice." * 

Bishop Pearson, from whose work on the Creed Mr. 
B. has given several extracts, by no means favours the 
doctnne for which Mr. B. contends. Who doubts that 
which it was the bishop's object to prove in those pas* 
sages from which the extracts in question were made ; 
t. e» that Christ submitted to '' a true and proper death P" 
The question at issue is not this ; but whether the death 
of Christ was the evidence and consequence of his having 
a fallen and sinful nature ? Had Mr. B. followed up 
hb second quotation from Pearson, and given that which 
immediately follows it, he would have seen how that able 
writer contends for Christ's independence of mortabty, 
which is ridiculed and condemned by Mr. B. as fidse 
doctrine. 

" It is true," says Pearson, " that Christ did voluntarily 
die, as he said of himself,— No man taketh away my 

* Ecclesiastical Polity, foU book v. sect. 56. 
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life from me, but I lay it down of myself; I have power 
to lay it down, and I have power to take it again.' (John 
X. 18.) For it was in his power, whether he would come 
into the power of his enemies ; it was in his power to 
suffer or not to suffer the sentence of Pilate,* and the 
nailing to the cross ; it was in his power to come down 
from the cross when he was nailed to it : hut when by an 
act of his will he had submitted to that death — when he 
had accepted and embraced those torments to the last, it 
was not in the power of his soul to continue any longer 
vitality to the body whose vigour was totally exhausted. 
So, not by a necessary compulsion, but voluntary ehction, 
he took upon him a necessity of dying," * 

Dean Stanhope, from whom also Mr, B. quotes, as 
favouring his views of our Lord's humanity, strongly and 
fully asserts Christ's independence of mortality, as the 
following extract will show : — 

** The particular manner of our Saviour's expiring 
upon the cross, as it is expressed in the last clause of the 
thirtieth verse, (John xix.) ^nd he bowed his head and 
gave up the ghost. The original phrase may denote a 
delivering up, or, as himself expresses it, a committing 
his spirit into the hands of God, as a sacred trust to 
be restored again, and united to his body, at the time 
prefixed by his own infinite wisdom ; and plainly im- 
plies such a dissolution, and actual separation of soul 
and body, as every common man undergoes when he 
dies. But herein is a remarkable difference, that what 
is in other men the effect of necessity, was in Jesus a 
voluntary act, and the effect of his oum free choice. 
Hence the generality of interpreters have thought, that 
St. John takes notice, that Christ bowed his head be^ 

* Peanoii» on the Creed. Art. iv. 
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fart he gave up the ghost ; whereas, in common cases, 
the falling of the head follows after the breath s going out 
of the body. Hence, also, St Mark observes, that Jesus 
crying out with so loud and strong a voice, immediately 
before his expiring, was one reason that moved the centu- 
rion to think him an extraordinary person. For this 
showed that nature was not quite spent in him ; and that 
his death did not come on by such gradual and unavoid- 
able decays as it usually does, when the voice is stopped 
and lost, and all the powers falter and languish, some 
time before the soul's departure from its fleshy tabernacle. 
Accordingly, we find that when the soldiers came to take 
down the bodies from the cross, they found him dead be- 
fore those two others that were crucified with him ; and 
that, when Joseph came to beg the body of Jesus, Pilate 
wondered to hear that he wa6 dead so soon, and would 
not grant that request till he had first satisfied himself of 
the truth of it, by inquiry of the officer who had attended 
the execution. 

" Of all which, a very probable account may be, not 
only that the excess of his pain and sorrow had tired out 
nature, and hastened his death, but that he who, as him- 
self professes, had power to lay down his life, and eould 
not have it taken from him without his own permission 
and consent, did lay it dotvn at such a time as himself 
saw convenient. Every step in this last act of his life, 
was taken regularly and with deliberation. He bore a 
constant regard to all the mysterious purposes of his im- 
portant death. He would not die till they were all ful- 
filled ; and when they were so, he would not, because 
there was no occasion that required he should live any 
longer. Never was there, never can there he, such a 
death in any instance ; so perfectly free, so entirely at 
the person's own disposals For he who struck his ene- 
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inies down to the ground with his majestic presence, and 
afterwards gave them leave to apprehend him, could like- 
wise, if he had so pleased, have come down from the cross. 
He could have continued insensible to ail the pains of it. 
He could have survived the sharpest anguish. And had 
he not suspended his divine power, death itself could 
not have taken hold on him, nor have bound this strong 
man, in those chains which he therefore submitted to, 
that he might break and burst them asunder shortly 
after, in a more glorious and triumphant manner. Such 
was the decease of our blessed Redeemer ; so voluntary 
and entirely his own ; so wise and wonderful in every 
circumstance ; so victorious even in that part of it, which 
his enemies thought him vanquished by,'' &c.* 

An unwillingness to lengthen unduly this discus- 
sion, alone prevents my giving several quotations from the 
writings of the early Fathers of the christian church, 
who so far from imagining that our Lord's death was in 
consequence of the common property of flesh to die, as 
we are now taught, insist on his independence of mor- 
tality. One extract must suffice. Gregory, of Nazian- 
zum, who died a. d. 389, says — " We want to know 
also that the death of Christ was perfectly voluntary : 
for if it were not so, it could be no atonement. We 
want to know also if he be perfectly able to secure us in 
the possession of that spiritual life which he bestows upon 
us. That he raised himself up proves this in the most 
decisive manner. For surely his death was perfectly 
voluntary : — it was by no power of death that he died, 
who could raise himself up from the dead. Surely him 
whom death, arid he that had the power of death, could 
not keep in the state of the dead, when he was in 

* Comment on the Gospel for Good Friday. 
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tliat state f was one whomy when Ivoingy they couid not 
slay. He that could raise up himself from the dead, 
could assuredly never die, hut because he pleased, and 
how he pleased, and when he pleased.'^ 

These views of Christ s independence of mortali^^ and 
of the perfectly voluntary character of his death, are con- 
finned by our Lord's declaration to his disciples in the iws^ 
mediate prospect of his death. " Hereafter," said Christ, 
" I will not talk much with you : for the prince of this 
world Cometh and hath nothing in me/' (John xiv. 30.) 
What was this but sa3ring, that Satan, the prince of this 
world, who had the power of death, (Heb. ii. 14,) had 
not the power of death over him P If, as stated, Christ's 
flesh was mortal, according to the common property of 
flesh to die, because it was fallen and sinful, and did 
underUe the curse of death ; could this declaration of oiur 
Lord's have been true P It was the total absence of all 
that is expressed in the terms " fallen " and " sinful/' 
from the humanity of the Son of God, which rendered our 
Lord independent of mortality— enabled him ** to destroy 
death and him that had the power of death, that is, the 
devil ;" this showed that he was " cut off, but not for 
himself;'' but, '* to finish transgression, and to make re- 
conciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting 
righteousness." (Daniel ix. 24, 26.) 

In addition to the remarks already made on the vast 
importance of this view of the subject, I may be per- 
mitted to add, that according to the view of Mr. Irving 
and his advocate, Mr. B., I cannot see on what ground 
our Lord's death can be considered by us as an atone- 
ment for sin. If our Lord was mortal according to the 
common course of nature — if he died " by the common 
property of flesh to die" — then the voluntary character 
of his death is done away with, and we can have no 
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solid hope in its atoning efficacy. '* An involuntary 
atonement," it has truly been remarked, is nearly a 
contradiction in terms. Even the heathen held it an 
Tinpropitious omen, if the animal sacrificed had to be 
dragged reluctantly to the altar. Moreover, the pre- 
sence of the divinity was essentially necessary to " the 
Lamb of God," in order to sustain him under the pres- 
sure of sufferings which, without such Almighty sup- 
port, no mere man could have endured : and also to give 
to his sacrifice that dignity .and value which it could 
not otherwise possess. Besides, if the divinity were 
withdrawn from Jesus before his death, as I suspect it 
must have been, if his death was not voluntary — then 
it was not the Lord's Chiist that died : he was reduced 
to the condition of a mere man. His death could be no 
sacrifice for sin, because in him, as in us, it was a debt 
due to nature, which he could no more avoid paying than 
we can. But it could not be both a debt due to nature, 
and also a price freely paid for our redemption. In- 
deed, the new theology utterly rejects the very expression 
as a low huikering contract. Christ was bound to die 
at any rate, as well as we are, and for the same reason — 
the sinfulness of his nature; and was chosen to carry 
away our sins with him, into the land of forgetfulness, 
upon some principle of which I know nothing, can 
find no information in the bible, can hear no tidings 
in the church, and can form not the most distant con- 
ception." 

On the same principles, according to Mr. B.'s views 
of the death of Christ, it is equally difficult to show how 
our Lord was the conqueror of death. If Christ died 
according to the common property of flesh to die, and 
was subject to mortality in consequence of his having a 
fallen and sinful humanity, then wherein appears his 
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victory over death on the cross ? Was this effected by 
his being given up a bound captive, in his death to 
death, and to him that had the power of it, that is, the 
devil P How then could he, as the inspired apostle de- 
clares, have *' spoiled principalities and powers, making 
a show of them openly, triumphing over them in his 
cross P" (Col. i. 15.) By a perfectly voluntary sub- 
mission to death, when he had a sovereign power over 
his own life, he conquered death, rescued the power of it 
from the devil : he entered the domains of death and the 
grave, not as a captive, but as a conqueror, and thus 
fulfilled the sublime declarations of ancient prophecy, 
" O death ! I will be thy plagues ; O grave ! I will be 
thy destruction." Had it been otherwise, could we have 
been justified in using the following song of triumph, 
" O death ! where is thy sting ? O gi'ave ! where is thy 
victory P The sting of death is sin ; and the strength of 
sin is the law. But thanks be to God which giveth us 
the victory, through our Lord Jesus Christ \" 

Let the reader now judge for himself, whether Mr. 
B.'s charge against me of heresy, in asserting Christ's 
independence of mortality, be true or false. Let him, 
moreover, mark that the writers quoted by Mr. B. against 
me, most strongly support the opinion I gave. I have 
no means of verifying this remark, in reference to Bishop 
Andrews, not having access to the original work of that 
excellent writer : but from an examination of Bishop 
Andrews' Sermons, as modernized and abridged by the 
late Archdeacon Daubeny, I can most unhesitatingly as- 
sert, that there is nothing whatever contained in them to 
countenance the doctrine advocated by Mr. Irving, and 
those who have adopted his heretical opinion of the fallen 
and sinful humanity of the Saviour. Mr. B. might, 
therefore, have spared the following sarcastic remark : — 
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" Mr. M. and divines of his school, must of course con- 
sider that the good bishop, so far from having been 
'worthy of honour and veneration, as a. pillar and orna- 
ment of the church of Christ, ought to have been stripped 
of his mitre, and excommunicated as a heretic !" 

2. Mr. Bume most disingenuously charges me with 
what approaches to a denial of any special ends in the 
miraculous conception of Christ. In this instance^ as in 
the one already noticed, he has most strangely over- 
looked and perverted my real meaning. With the 
view of making my argument appear ridiculous, he makes 
me say what I do not say ; that I can see '' no special 
reason'' for the miraculous conception of the Saviour ; 
and then, shortly after, makes me assign a special reason 
for it ! A more lamentable and sophistical perversion 
of a writer s meaning, I do not remember to have met 
with. I will here, for the sake of those who have not 
read my tract, transcribe the whole passage from which 
Mr. B. has torn his extract, marking in italics that portion 
of it which Mr. B. has given. 

" It was the appointment of God that the sacrificial 
victims offered for sin, under the law, should be without 
spot or blemish ; this was designed to prefigure the im- 
maculate holiness of Christ, the great sacrifice for sin. 
How could Christ, if he really assumed a fallen and sinful 
nature, answer to the type, as in this case he could not be 
the Lamb without spot. The miraculous conception of 
Christ is so decisive on this point, that I shall deem no 
apology necessary for strongly insisting upon it. / will 
just premise here, thai if, as Mr. Irving contends, the 
holiness of Christ was the effect of the Spirit's opera- 
tion, SANCTIFYING THAT FALLEN NATURE ASSUMED BY 

Christ, / can see no special reason which rendered the 
miraculous conception necessary, seeing this great work 
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of regenerating and sanctifying the human nature of 
Christ, might have been accomplished, had our Lord 
been horn into the world in the ordinary way. There 
was clearly a special reason for the miraculous conception 
of Christ : he came to deliver our nature from the cor- 
ruption which was the consequence of the fall : it was^ 
therefore, necessary that the nature he assumed, though, 
in all essential to it, identical with our own, should yet be 
unfallen and sinless ; that as the fifteenth Article of our 
church expresses it, he might be ' clearly void of sin, 
both in the flesh and in the spirit* It was necessary 
that he should be bom of a woman, to fulfil the promises, 
which declared that Messiah should be ' the seed of the 
woman,' ' the seed of Abraham,' and ' of the seed of 
David, according to the flesh.' Had our Lord assumed 
our nature, and been bom in the ordinary way, he could 
not have escaped the taint and consequence of original 
sin, that ' fault and cormption of the nature of eveiy 
man, that naturally is engendered of the ofi&pring of 
Adam,' and which ' doth remain, yea, in them that are 
regenerated.* Here we see the necessity of the mira- 
culous conception. A body absolutely spotless was mira- 
culously prepared for Christ, to be a meet habitation 
for his holy soul. ' He was conceived by the Holy 
Ghost;' being not begotten by ordinary generation, his 
human nature derived no taint of original sin from 
Adam, but was absolutely holy, as Adam's was in the day 
when God created him, and breathed into him the breath 
of life," &c. 

I am not ignorant of the connexion between the mira- 
culous conception of Christ, and the hypostatical union 
of the two natures, human and divine, in the person of 
the Redeemer; but if the nature really assumed by 
Christ, was of that character and tendency, represented 
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by Mr. Irving^ I cannot believe that that union could 
have taken place. That Deity^ all holy^ should come 
into a state of personal, and therefore of most intimate 
union, with a nature which Mr. I. says was fallen and 
sinful, " liable to, yea, and inclined to all those things 
which the law interdicted," — '* loving the temptation, 
and ever conversing with the tempter ;" is a supposition 
which needs only to be named, to expose at once its 
grossnesa and impiety. If Christ really had such a 
nature, as Mr. I. contends he had, and Mr. B. contends 
that this is ** the orthodox doctrine \" then the special 
end of the miraculous conception, u e, that he might 
escape the taint of ori^nal sin, was not answered. This 
was the point of my argument, which Mr. B. has, for 
reasons best known to himself, overlooked, and left unan- 
swered. The advocates of " the Irving heresy" may say 
that Christ was sinless, that his humanity was free from 
sin ; but is it easy to convince any one who thinks 
aright, that this is the legitimate conclusion to which 
that faith, which attributes to the Saviour a sinful nature, 
is likely to conduct those who adopt it ? 

3. Another misrepresentation is most strongly implied 
in Mr. B.'s pamphlet : he writes as if those who do pot 
hold with him, that the nature of Christ vf^A fallen and 
Minful, really denied the assumption of our true huma- 
nity by the Saviour. *' The denial," he says, " of the 
true and proper humanity of Christ, is as much a heresy 
as the denial of his true and proper divinity." Tme ; 
but who and where are they, who are thus heretical ? If 
the quotation from Sir Peter King's History of the 
Creed, be intended to apply to, or to designate the creed 
of any in the present day, I will fearlessly challenge Mr. 
B. to point out an individual Christian, or christian 
miniBter, whose faith on this particular point even ap- 

B 
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proximates to the belief of those ancieot lieretics to 
whom Sir Peter refers. Yea, more, I will challenge 
Mr. B. to produce a single passage from Sir Feter*s His- 
tory of the Creed, in support of the notion that oar 
Lord's human nature was fallen and sinful. Two cases 
are adverted to by Mr. B. (preface, page 7,) on which it 
may be necessary to remark. The first is introduced as 
*' a dissenting teacher of what are usually considered 
evangelical views ;'' he is represented as telling the bro- 
ther, engaged with Mr. B. in the ''joint production/' 
'' that Jesus no more partook of the nature of his mo- 
ther, than Jonah partook of the nature of the whaLi F 
As the individual referred to is well known, I have the 
means of correcting much misrepresentation here. The 
person thus held up as heretical is not, and never has 
been, " a dissenting teacher !" The remark he made to 
Mr. B.'s iriend was not as he states it, but as follows — 
" Christ no more partook of the sinful nature- of the 
Virgin, than Jonah partook of the nature of the fish." 
The other case of Mr. Came must not pass unnoticed. 
Mr. Came, for some reasons which I am unable to state, 
some years since ceased i-o he a clergyman of the church 
of England, What particular views he held on the sub- 
ject of our Lord s humanity I know not, but, certainly, 
even from the pages of " The Morning Watch," I have 
been unable to discover any thing which can ^x even ou 
him the heresy of denying the assumption of our true 
humanity by the Son of God. I will not ofiend the 
delicacy of my reader, or pollute my page by any notice 
of the physiological remarks which Mr. B, has so inde- 
licately connected with Mr. Came'sname: such remarks 
are as improper to meet the eyes of his youthful readers, 
as they cannot fail to prove offensive to those of adult age. 
Who that reads Mr. B.'s pamphlet, but would imagine 
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tbere were some at least, if not many, in our days, who 
deny to oar Lord a participation of tnie and proper hu- 
manity ? Is it christian in this way to attempt to affi- 
liate on his christian brethren an error which he knows 
they disavow ? All that Mr. B. has written on this sub- 
ject, thou^ it serves to fill and point several pages, is 
uncalled for, and must go for nothing in this controversy. 
He is, in fact, here combating with heretios which exist 
only in his own imagination. Should he, however, mean 
to imply, that all who do not hold with him, Mr. Irving's 
doctrine of our Lord's humanity, really deny to our Lord 
a true and proper humanity, then he bears false witness 
against the brethren. 



III. 

THE DOCTRINE ADVOCATED IN MR. B.'s 
PAMPHLET, AND ITS TENDENCY. 

r 

Hatino noticed the misr^reseotations and charges con- 
tained in Mr. B/s pamphlet, it will now be my painful 
duty to examine the doctrines avowed and advocated in 
it. Thifl, I r^)eat, is a foinful duty. I grieve that 
brethren with whom, under haj^ier circumstances, I have 
enjoyed frequent and pleasant communiouy should, by 
the rash step they have taken, render it imperative on 
me to appear* not as the opponent of iktm as individuals^ 
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or as ministers of Christ, but of their erron. I feel, 
however, the force of what Fkto somewhere remarks, 
" that though friends are dear, truth is dearer." The 
efibrts made by some connected with Mr. B. to posh his 
publication into circulation in parishes where it is weU 
known the ministers of those parishes are adverse to its 
doctrines, in the opinion of judicious brethren, render it 
a duty on my part to reply to its statements and to ex- 
pose its errors. 

Mr. Bmne's object is to defend Mr. Irving's doctrine 
of our Lord s humanity being fallen and sinful, as ** the 
orthodox doctrine" On the contrary, it is maintained 
that the doctrine in question is an heresy, equally op- 
posed to sacred Scripture, to the creeds of all orthodox 
churches, and subversive of our faith in the atonement 
and merits of the Redeemer. Unwilling to lengthen 
unnecessarily this work, by a repetition of the arguments 
maintained in my former tract, I have thought it better, 
on many accounts, to append that tract to the present 
publication, and to direct the reader's attention to it 
for the arguments which, for brevity's sake, are omitted 
here. 

He who reads Mr, Irving's work, on the Human 
Nature of our Lord, (and the remark will equally apply 
to the writings of his disciples,) will find himself in- 
volved in much of mysticism. It is truly observed, 
" There is something imposing in the pompousness and 
mystification which are blended in the style of this work, 
on the Human Nature of Christ, and oUier publications 
from the same pen ; and weak minds, more influenced 
by sound than sense, are easily carried away with such 
exhibitions of the mock sublime." A strange and un- 
warrantable use of plain terms, and contradictory state- 
ments, will be found, both in Mr, I. s work, as also in 
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that of his advocate Mr. B. It may save the trouble of 
fatnre remark, if here, in limine, I point out some in- 
stances of this kind. It has ah^eady been noticed, that 
Mr. B., in speaking of the humanity of Christ, confines 
bis remarks almost exclusively to the mere "flesh" of 
the Saviour: that alone, apart from the human and 
iBtional soul, was not the true and proper humanity as- 
sumed by the Son of God. It is worse than sophistry 
for Mr. B. and his brethren thus to confine their atten- 
tion to the mere "flesh,*' and to argue, from its natural 
quality or identity with our own, that Christ's human 
nature was fallen and sinful. It is no less absurd for 
Mr. Irving to say, " When I attribute sinful properties, 
and dispositions, and inclinations, to our Lord's human 
nature, I am speaking of it considered as apart from 
him, in itself!" Mr. B., following Mr. I. in his affec- 
tation of metaphysical niceties, draws the same line of 
distinction between the nature of Christ and his person. 
It may be very correct, when speaking of human nature, 
generally, to do so without regard to personal peculiari- 
ties, but who ever thought of separating the person of a 
being from his nature ! The genus may be considered 
apart from a species, and the species apart from the ac- 
cidents of an individual ; but who can ever, in idea, dis- 
engage the individual from the nature of the species ? 
Again, Mr. B. and other disciples of Mr. Irving, com- 
plain that they are accused of representing the Virgin's 
ofi^ring as " an unholy thing." If there be any truth 
in language, they do represent the humanity of Christ as 
tinfuL Now, holiness expresses and implies a separa- 
tion and detachment from sin ; there is, therefore, clearly 
in such statements as Mr. B.'s, either a contradiction in 
terms, or sinfulness and holiness are compatible with 
each other, which few will be found to affirm. In the 
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singular definitioa of terms given by Mr. B. (page 6,) 
he.iUustratest has meaning of the word sinful, by a com- 
parifion of the epiihet with the word useful. Can he 
produce a single passage boin any English writer before 
the days of Mr. lrving> in which the term is used in this 
neutral sense ? A thing is useful that is -applicable to 
the purposes for which it may be required ; but if it 
never be reqjoired for ai^y purpose, then it is useless. If, 
therefore^ ^r. B. intends that the human nature is sinful 
only in this neutral sense^ iktoi might it with equal pro- 
priety be predicated of the flesh of Adam before the (all, 
that it waR sinful, for that nature also was soon ap|died 
to the purposes of sm. The same might be said, on this 
principle of interpretation, of the angelic nature before 
the apostacy of angeb. Again, if the human nature be 
no more sinful than in such a sense, and if it be pre- 
cisely the same in all its a0eetion8 and tendencies, as the 
flesh of the rest of mankind produced in a natural way, 
then the rest of men are in llu» respect sinful only in 
possessing bodies which may be applied to the commis- 
sion of sin. To such absurd conclusions would Mr. B.'s 
definitions and verbal criticisins on a translaiian of holy 
Scripture lead us. Who that knows the original erapKd^ 
dfiaprlaQj translated " sinful flesh/' would for a moment 
suppose the apostle employed the epithet sinful in this 
neutral sense P. The inconsistencies and contradictions 
in which Mr. B. allows himself, will best appear by 
placing two passages from his pamphlet in juxta-position, 
and they will exhibit a singular specimen of heresy 
against logic : — 

" There is no difference *' Mary's flesh was fidlen 
between us with respect to and sinful, our Lord's hu- 
fhe perfect holiness of manity was- of her sub- 
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Christ's flesh and person" stance, and tberefdre of 
— Preface, page 6. \\a^i fallen and sinful" — 

Page 1. 

Therefore perfect holiness and sinfulness may be pre- 
dicated of the same flesh of Christ ! 

Whatever qualification the epithet *' fallen" may 
admit, the same cannot be said of the term " sinful," 
Oar great lexicographer. Dr. Johnson, gives the following 
as the meaning of the tenn — (1.) *' Alien from God ; 
not holy ; unsanctified. (2.) Wicked ; not observant of 
religion; contrary to religion.^' Can it then be pre- 
dicted of the nature of Christ that it was thus sinful ? 
Does Mr. B. employ the term, or does Mr. Irving, 
which is the same thing, employ the term, in speaking 
of Christ's humanity, in this -true sense of the word P 
The following extracts from their writings will justify me 
in answering this question in the affirmative. 

Mr. B. says, '' But whOst we believe that Christ's 
humanity, or flesh, was our flesh in '\\a fallen condition, 
(in the condition into which it was brought by Adam 
through his fall, not in the condition in which he had 
it before his fall,) we maintiun also that he, i. e. the 
Christ, the whole person, all that was in his person, was 
perfectly holy, and free from every taint of sin, whether 
original or actual ; ' from which (viz. original or actual 
sin) he was clearly void both in bis flesh and in his 
spirit,' Art. Idth." The contradictions contained in this 
passage can hardly fail to strike the reader's attention. 
It is positively affirmed, in the first part, that the huma- 
nity assumed by Christ was " in the condition into which 
it was brought by Adam through his fall ;*' and what 
was that condition but a polluted, sinful, and guilty con- 
dition ? And yet, with singular inconsistency, it is 
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maiDtained in the latter part uf the same passage^ that it 
was " perfectly holy and free from every taint of sin, 
whether original or actual !" If the hmnan natm'e was 
in the condition into which it was brought through the 
fall, when Christ united it with the Divinity in his per- 
son, — then it could not have been '* clearly void, either 
of original or actual sin, both in the flesh and in the 
spirit." 

But the following extmcts from Mr. Irving's book, on 
the Human Nature of Christ, which, according to Mr.. 
B., sets forth " the orthodox doctrine,*^ will remove all 
doubt as to the meaning we are to attach to the epithet 
" sinful," as applied by these writers to the human nature 
of the Son of God. 

" In Rom. i. 3, the likeness is made to consist in the 
sinfulness of the flesh"* 

*' He sent his Son in likeness of flesh of sin ; not in 
likeness of flesh without sin, nor yet in flesh without sin ; 
neither in the thing itself, nor yet in the likeness of it, 
but in likeness of flesh of sin." f 

'' I say that every passage of Scripture which declares 
Christ to have come in the flesh, which declareth the 
Word to be made flesh, which declareth God to be mani- 
fested in the flesh, is a proof total and complete that he 
came in sinful flesh. For what is the meaning of flesh 
in Scripture ? Is it not the sinful, mortal, corruptible, 
fleeting thing of which it is said, ' all flesh is grass ;' of 
which it is said, * the flesh warreth against the Spirit ;' 
of which it is said, ^in it (the flesh) dwelleth no good 
thing ?' If, then, it be said that Christ came in the flesh, 
who shall dare to interpret the word ' flesh' otherwise 
than all Scripture doth interpret it P who shall interpret 

• Page 6. t Page 12. 
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it otherwise than sinfal flesh? that U, flesh of that kind 
and property which hetrayeth and tempteth all other 
perions unto ein, and with eqiml force wrought against 
the person of the Son of God, but never prevailed^ &c. 
If a thing must be named by those properties which it 
ever hath in itself, and not by those which it derives from 
another thing most widely different and distinct from 
itselC then mtut Christ's flesh be called sinful, and not 
unless," &c.« 

" I believe that my Lord did come down and toil, and 
sweat and travail^ in exceeding great sorrow, in this mass 
of temptation, in which I and every sinful man are op- 
pressed : did bring his divine person into death-possessed 
humanity, (p. 40, ' devil possessed T) into the one substance 
of manhood created in Adam, and by the fall brought 
into a state of resistance to, and alienation from God, 
of condemnation and proclivity to evil, of subjection to 
the devil/' &c.t 

** If, then, Christ was made under the law, he must 
have been made by his human nature liable to, yea, and 
inclined to, all those things which the law inter-, 
dieted" X 

" Behold, then, the Son of man compressing, within 
the short period of his prophetic office, the total of all. 
mankind's liability to be tempted unto sin ! conceive every 
variety of human passion, every variety of human affefi*\ 
tion, every variety of human error, every variety of, 
human wickedness, which hath ever been realized, in- r 
herent in the humanity, and combined against the holi- 
ness of him, who was not only a man, but the Son of 
man, the heir of all the infirmities which man entailetb 
upon lus children, which he took freely and fully 

• Page 19, «0. t Page 2, 3. % Page 10. 
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upon him ; all to bear, and bearing all, to annihilate 
all," &c.* 

** If any one "w^ere called on to define human flesh, 
would he not define it by reffectiDg upon his own body, 
expressing its liabilities to pain, and sufifering, and 
death ; its inclinationa to eril, and the temptations to 
which the soul is thereby brought P In such a reason^ 
able aaul, liable to tempiation» through thejlesh, in such 
a flesh loving the temptation, and ever conversing with 
the tempter, doth the Athanasian Creed declare that 
Christ subsistetL^f 

" Nevertheless, I will not be prevented by stem autho- 
rity from meditating what it was, that thus overwhelmed 
all but the piety and faithfulness of the Lord. And what 
was it ? It was the weakness of the nature into which 
he had come. Its veil upon vision, its openness to 
temptation, its impotence to good; all this assailableness 
from without, and weakness from within, acted upon the 
person of Christ in human nature tempted, and consti- 
tuted that contradiction to the will of God, which it was 
the excellent work of his life to resist and overcome/' % 

It would be easy to multiply passages of this character: 
sufficient, however, have been given to show that Mr. 
Irving and his disciples, when they apply the ^ithet 
sinful to the human nature of our Lord, do not employ 
it in a neutral, but in its true sense. It will be con- 
firmatory of this view of their meaning to bear in mind, 
that Mr. I. and his disciples attribute to our Lqrd the 
experience of one who had a sinful nature. They speak 
of Christ as a regenerate man ; they represent his life 
as '^ a Hol^ Ghost life in a sinful nature.^* % They 
maintain that it was necessary that the Son <^ God 

♦ Page 17, t Page 37. t Page ^2. J Page 34. 
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should unite himflelf with the sinfkl nature of man, in 
the condition into which it was brought through the fall, 
in order to his redeeming that nature from the conse- 
quences of the fall, lliey assert that Christ had to 
maintain a conflict, not only with all evil without him, 
but with sin within him, and that unless it were so, he 
could not have been *^ in all points tempted like as we 
axe." Mr. Irving contends, that unless Christ took sin- 
ful flesh, and felt and overcame sin in the flesh, '* He 
had only two of our enemies to contend with, the devil 
and the world :" he adds, '* And I have no proof that he 
can overcome the third, which is the flesh."* 

I submit to the common sense of the reader, after he 
has performed the painful task of reading the extracts 
I have made from Mr. I.'s book, whether sinfulness is 
not attributed to the human nature of our Lord P It is 
but an evasion, and by no means the legitimate conse- 
quence of Mr. 1. 8 doctrine, to say that our Lord was sin- 
less. How is it possible that Christ s humanity should 
be sinful, and yet, at the same time, that he should be 
*' clearly void of sin, both in the flesh and in the spirit P*' 
The real question as to the sinlessness of Christ s 
human nature is not as Mr. B. puts it. " The real ques- 
tiop,*' he says, '* in debate is. How was the humanity, 
the creature part, which the Son of God assumed into 
union with himself, holy, spotless, immaculate ?" The 
real question, on the contrary, is. When it was so P 
Was it perfectly holy before the Son of God assumed 
it into union with his divinity, or subsequent to that act P 
The former I maintain. When the Holy Ghost pre- 
pared the substance of the Virgin to be the receptacle of 
the Eternal Word, he separated from the flesh, and human 

• Page «8. 
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80iil> all that moral evil, all the propensities to eni, 
which infect every human heing, who, in the ordinary 
way of generation, are the oflspring of Adam; in this 
way the Virgin's child was '' that holy thing" bom of 
her ; which could not have been the case, if that which 
was bom of her vfas fallen and sinful, and subsequently 
rendered sinless by the regenerating and sanctifying 
operations of the Holy Ghost. I will give here a few 
extracts from some most learned and pious divines, in 
justification of this view of the subject The first are 
from Bishop Pearson, from whose writings, as before ob- 
served, Mr. B. improperly quotes as favouring the doc- 
trine of Christ's assumption of £idlen and sinful 
humanity. 

" Whatsoever our original conruption is, however dis- 
pleasing unto God we may be firom hence, {' he was 
conceived by the Holy Ghost,') assured there was none 
in him, in whom God alone hath declared himself well 
pleased. ' Who can bring a clean thing out of an un- 
clean P' saith Job ; a clean and undejiled Redeemer out 
of an unclean and defiled nature ? He, whose name is 
holiness, whose operation is to sanctify, the. Holy Ghost. 
Our Jesus was like unto us in all things, as bom of a 
woman ; sin only excepted, as conceived by the Holy 
Ghost. This oriqinal and total sanctificatian of the 
human nature was, first, necessary to fit it for the per-- 
sonal union with the Word, who, out of his infinite love, 
humbled himself to become fiesh, and at the same time, 
out of his infinite purity, could not defile himself by be- 
coming sinful flesh. Secondly : the same sanctification 
was as necessary in respect of the end for which he was 
made man, the redemption of mankind; that as the first 
Adam was the fountain of our impurity, so the second 
Adam should also be the pure fountain of our riyhteous- 
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nei$. * God sending his own Son in the likeness of sin- 
ful flesh, condemned sin in the flesh/ which he could not 
have eondemnedy had he been $ent in einful flesh. (Rom. 
viii. 3.) ' The Father made him to he sin for us, who 
knew no sin, that we might he made the righteousness of 
God in him ;' which we could not have heen made in 
Lim, but that he did no sin, and knew no sin. (2 Cor. v. 
21.) For whosoever is sinful wanteth a Redeemer ^ and 
he could have redeemed none, who stood in need of his 
awn redemption. We cannot know that he was mani- 
fested to take away our sins, except we also know that in 
him was no sin. Wherefore, seeing it is so necessary to 
believe the original holiness of our human nature in 
the person of our Saviour; it is as necessary to ac- 
knowledge that way by which we may he fully assured 
of that sanctity, his conception by the Holy Ghost." ^ 

" It was necessary we should believe our Saviour con- 
ceived and born of such a woman, as was a most pure 
and immaculate virgin. For, as it behoved him to be 
made in all things like unto us ; so in that great simili- 
tude, a dissimilitude was as necessary, that he should 
be ' without sin,* Our Passover is slain, and ' behold 
the Lamb that taketh away the sins of the world ;' but 
the Lamb of the Passover must be without blemish. 
Whereas, then, we draw something of corruption and 
contamination by our seminal traduction from the first 
Adam, our Saviour hath received the same nature with- 
out any culpable inclination, because, bom of a viigin, 
without any seminal traduction. Our High Priest 
is ' separate from sinners,* not only in the actions of 
his life, but in the production of his nature "f 

Bishop Beveridge. — " That he (Christ) suffered these 

* An* ill. t Art. lit. 
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things, not for himself, hat us ; there is none that ever 
read the history of his life and death, and set his reason 
on work ahout it, but will easily grant it. Nay, he being 
both Crod and man, it is impossible he should suffer any 
thing for himself, himself having nothing to sufier for. 
For being God, though he might take our human in- 
firmities, he could not possibly take our sinful imper- 
fections into his sacred person, for then he that was 
God would have been a sinner as well as man ; and so 
this proposition, God is a sinner^ would have been a real 
truth, which reason cannot but look upon as a flat con- 
tradiction. Seeing, therefore, in reason, we cannot but 
judge him perfect and spotless, without the least tincture 
of sin, we cannot but in reason conclude it was not for 
himself he suffered." * 

The same. — ** When the Son of God became the Son 
of man, he so became the Son of man as still to remain 
the Son of God. He did not lay aside his divine nature 
to assuine the human ; but he assumed the human na- 
ture into the divine, not as it was corrupted by 

SlN, BUT AS IT WAS AT FIRST CREATED BY GOD. For 

as it was corrupted by sin, it was corrupted with the 
worst of evils, and therefore as such, both unworthy and 
uncapable of being united to God, the best of goods. 
Who, therefore, assiuning the human nature into the 
unity of his divine person, assumed only what was worthy 
and capable of such assumption, to wit, the perfect 

NATURE OF MAN, AS IT WAS IN ITS FIRST CREATION, 
NOT AS IT WAS IN ITS SINFUL CORRUPTION. And SO, 

he that was perfectly God as well as man, was a perfect 
man also, as well as a perfect God. Because it was the 
PERFECT NATURE OF MAN which he assumed from his 

* Exposition of the Articles— Art. ii. 
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motlur in time, as it was the perfect nature of God 
which be assumed from his Father in eternity. And, 
therefore^ as in the truth of the divine nature, he was 
begotten like unto the Father in all things, his personal 
properties only excepted ; so, in the truth of bis human 
nature, he was made like unto us in all things, our sinful 
infirmities only excepted. He was in all things, but sin, 
like unto us ; but in sin he was altogether unlike^ us. 
As God, he was infinitely contrary unto sin, and as 
mam he was perfeetly void of it ; yea, he was there/ore, 
€ss man, perfectly void of sin, becattse, as God, he was 
infinitely contrary to it ; it being impossible that such 
things as are infinitely contrary to one another, should 
erer be united together." * 

Archbishop Leighton. — " All Christ* s words and 
actions, nd all his thoughts, flowed from a pure spring 
that had not any thing defiled in it ; and, therefore y no 
temptation either from men or Satan could seize on him. 
Other men may seem clear as long as they are unstirred, 
but move and trouble tbem and the mud arises ; whereas, 

HB WAS NOTHING BUT HOLINESS, A PURE FOUNTAIN, 

ALL PURITY TO THfe BOTTOM ; and, therefore, stir and 
trouble him as they would, he was still alike clear. ' The 
prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me.' 
(Johnxiv. 39.")t 

Dean Stanhope, from whom Mr. B. 'quotes as favour- 
ing his and Mr. Irving's doctrine, says, — " He who came 
into the world to cleanse others, could not perform this 
office regularly, unless perfectly clean himself But the 
stain of our common parent sticks so close to every na- 
tural descendant of his, that the human nature cannot be 
ordinarily communicated without it Hence grew au 

• Arti XV. t On Peter, ch. ii. 21, 22. 
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absohite neceseityy tbat the Savioaf and saactifier of the 
world should be conceived in a method, beside and above 
the usual course of nature. Now, he that sprang firom 
the immediate operation of that Spirit, who is the fountain 
of all holiness and purity ; and that operation, too, upon 
the person of an undefiled and blessed mother; he hath 
effectually provided against all the difficulties of common 
births ; is altogether untainted with lust or sin, and so 
Vie Lamb of God, without blemish and without spot*** 

Do these writers — and their learning, piety, and autho- 
rity, will not be disputed by Mr. Bume, though contend- 
ing, as they do, that our Lord assumed true and proper 
humanity — at all countenance the doctrine of Mr. I., 
that our Lord's humanity was fallen and sinful P The 
writers quoted by Mr. B.. (p. 19 — 26) with the exception 
of Mr. Fry, do not favour the doctrine. All that can 
be proved from the extracts, which fill several successive 
pages, is, that Christ took our true humanity, that 
"he was made like unto us in all things, sin only 
excepted ;'* and that " he was tempted in all points like as 
we are, yet without sin." No one doubts this ; but all 
this is no proof that his human nature was sinful. 
There is one writer, however, mentioned by Mr. B. in 
the Appendix to his pamphlet, and to whom he, whether 
correctly or incorrectly, I know not, attributes a quo- 
tation he has given there, of whom I can confidently 
affirm, that he is no believer in " the orthodox doctrine" 
of Mr. I. I refer to the Rev. H. M'Neile. I hope I 
use no improper liberty in giving here, in justice to 
that gentleman, an extract from a letter with which he 
has favoured me on this subject Referring to Mr. B.'s 
pamphlet, which had not reached him at that time, he 

* Comment on Gospel, Sunday aftar Cbristmaa. 
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says, " I know not how far Mr* Burne may go, Imt I 
feel altogether satisfied,' that Mr. Irving* s statements 
an the subject of our Lords humanity and experience, 
are removed * quam longissime'from scriptural truth I" 

Few things in Mr. B.'s pamphlet have surprised me 
more than his gratuitous assumption, that the apostolical 
Fathers of the christian church favoured his view of the 
humanity of Christ. (Ftc^^ Appendix, p. 42.) These 
apostolical Fathers had to do with heretics who denied the 
humanity of Christ, and therefore they strongly insist 
that our Lord did assume a true and proper humanity. 
I will, however, challenge Mr. B. to produce a single 
passage from any one of the apostolical Fathers, as con- 
firmatory of the doctrine for which he contends. The 
following extracts from the writings of some of the Anti- 
Nicene Fathers will show that they are hy no means 
entitled to that heretical " acquaintanceship'^ to which 
Mr. B. is so anxious to introduce them. The only two 
fathers quoted by Mr. B. are Ignatius and Clemens, and 
these I will notice first 

Ignatius lived very early in the second century, (a. d. 
107.) Does Ignatius teach that our Lords human 
nature was fallen and sinful P Let us hear his own 
words : " He (Christ) had his convei'sation without sin, 
and was truly crucified in the flesh for us, by whom we 
also are redeemed by his divinely blesse.d passions," &c. 

Clemens (a. d. 96) is the nes^t father quoted by Mr. 
B. It is certain that he did not favour the Irving 
doctrine ; he merely insists that " Christ did not come 
in the pomp of splendour, or of pride, although he might 
have done so, but humble," kc. 

Justin Martyr, (a. d. 150,) in common with the other 
Fathers, who unanimously taught that all are sinners. 
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exoqn dnisl, caDs the SaTioar, ** Thai only unreprove- 
mbU^jmsiwumr 

Olemeiis Afenndimns, (a.d. 194.) '^ Bnt he (Christ) 
was ahogether free from famnaii persons. And^ there- 
frve, is he akme judge, teeause he alone is without sin ; 
but we with what stiength we have strive to avoid the 
least ans." Again, " The Word is alone without sin^ 
for to sin is natmal and common to all." And again, 
" The pearl is the resplendent and most pure Jesus, 
{usOapmnrnK,) whom the Virgin bore from the hea- 
venly ilKimination : for as a pearl, when in flesh, and in 
the sheU, and in the water, seems to be a liquid and 
transparent body, foil of light and spirit, so also God, 
the Woid, having become flesh, is an intellectual light 
shining throogh light, and a pure body.** 

Tertollian, (a. d. 200.) " Then you will say, if he 
put on our flesh, the flesh of Christ was sinfol. Do not 
strain the simple meaning; in putting on our flesh, 
he made it his oum, he made ii not sinful. Finally, let 
those who think that Christ had not our flesh, because he 
came not by ordinaiy generation ; remember that Adam 
himself did not receive this flesh by ordinary generation." 
Again, '^ God alone is without sin ; and the only man 
without sin is Christ; because Christ is also God.*' 

Origen, (a. D. 240.) " That which came down from 
heaven among men was in the form of God, and out of 
benevolence divested himself that he might be com- 
prehended by men ; but the change was not to him from 
good to evil, for he did no sin : nor from honour to dis- 
honour, /or he did not know sin." 

Hippolytus, (a. d. 220.) " Wherefore also the Word 
of God, who was truly made as we are — a man, yet 
without sin, who acted and suffered humanly in every 
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thing that is incident to our nature/' &c. Again, ** The 
God of the universe, therefore, without undergoing 
change, was made man, according to the Scriptures, 
vnthout sin, &c. He continued, therefore, though in- 
carnate, to be hy nature the superinfiiKite God, but 
appe:ired incamately in his miracles through his all 
h4>lyJUsk, wayayiaQ aapKO^, that he might be believed to 
be God through the flesh," &c. This finther also speaks 
of Christ, " having substantially united himself to an 
intellectual soul, with a sensitive body from the all- 
blessed Virgin Mary by an unpolluted conception,^' and 
therefore argues that '* the Word became man, by a 
nature free from wickedness, working by his divine 
nature through his all holy flesh, the divine acts which 
did not naturally Ibelong to the divine nature, bein^ 
capable of vnffetxng by a suspension of his divinity" 

Methodius (a. d. 305) ^speaks of " the tinpoUuted 
flesh of the Lord." 

Lactantius (A. d. 310) speaks of Christ *' being bom 
of his mother only, that he might become holy flesh, that 
by him the flesh that had been subject to sin, might be 
freed from death." 

These extracts will suffice to show how little ground 
* Mr. B. had for his remark, " that the mode of expression 
used by'' the apostolical Fathers " appears to be stronyly 
confirmatory of the view of the humanity'' which he ad- 
vocates! 

Testimooiea equally satis&ctory might be given from 
later Fathers of the christian church to the same efiect as 
those given from the Anti-Nicene Fathers. I will only 
give two extracts, as they bear strongly on a point shortly 
to be noticed. 

Ambrose, (who died a, d. 396.) Rom. viii. 3. " He 
does not say in the likeness of flesh, because Christ took 
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the reality^ not the likeness of flesh : neither does he say 
in the likeness of sin, because he did no sin, but was 
made sin for us : but he came in the likeness of flesh of 
sin, that is, he took the likeness of sinful flesh, &c. He 
has our flesh, but has not the blemishes (vitia) of this 
flesh.'' 

Augustine, in a sermon on Rom. viii. 3, remarks, 
" God sent his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh : not 
in flesh of sin. In flesh, indeed, but not in flesh of sin. 
Therefore the flesh of all men was difierent, it was flesh 
of sin : his alone was not flesh of sin, kc. He had no 
sin, neither original nor of his own iniquity. That he 
had none in his origin, his birth by a Virgin demon- 
strates ; and his holy course of life sufficiently shows that 
he did nothing worthy of death. Therefore he saith, 
Behold the prince of this world cometh, (meaning the 
devil,) and hath nothing in me.'' 

It is not, however, on an appeal merely to the writings 
of apostolical Fathers, or of other eminent divines of the 
church, that we rest the decision of the important question 
at issue, respecting the human nature of our Lord ; but 
on the faithful sayings of divinely-inspired Scripture. It 
may be safely affirmed that in the whole volume of holy 
Scripture there is not a single passage, which even 
appears to justify such representations of the humanity 
of Christ, as those which Mr. I. has obtruded on the 
world, and for the orthodoxy of which Mr. B. contends. 
I will subjoin a few passages from the New Testament. 
What was the testimony of the angel to the Vii^n 
respecting her of&pring ? " That Holy thing which 
shall be bom of thee, shall be called the Son of God.*' 
(Luke i. 35.) If our Lord's humanity was sinful, could 
Uiis have been true ? In this case, would not the Holv 
Ghost have been the author of that which in itself was 
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sinful F St. Lake, in the Acts« calls Christ, the " Holy 
Child" and the ^* Holy One :'' could he then suppose 
that Christy as to his human nature, was fallen and 
sinful ? St. Peter asserts, " He did no sin, neither was 
guile found in his mouth ;'' calls him '' ike Holy One 
and the Just ;" and '' a Lamb unthout blemish, and 
without spot, St. Paul says, '* He knew no sin ;" and 
St. John, that " in him was no sin*" Could all this 
have been predicated of the Saviour, if what Mr. Irving 
and Mr. B. say of the nature of Christ be correct P St. 
Paul says, " Such an High Priest became us who is 
holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners.'' Could 
language be employed by an inspired writer which more 
strongly expresses the original and perfect holiness of 
Christ* s nature and life? What immediately follows 
ibis declaration is, if possible, more strongly confirmatory 
of this : '* Such an High Priest who needeth not daily, 
as those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for his 
own sins, and then for the people's ; for the law maketh 
men high priests which have infirmity ; but the word 
of the oath, which was since the law, maketh the Son 
who is consecrated for ever." (Heb. vii. 26 — 28.) There 
could clearly have been no truth or force in this compa- 
rison and reasoniug of the apostle, if Christ, in common 
with men, had 2l fallen and sinful nature. It is import- 
ant also to remark, that whenever the sacred writers 
speak of Christ in connexion with sin, how careful they 
are to claim for him an entire exemption from every 
thing sinful in nature or conduct. The way in which 
some passages of holy writ of this character have been 
misinterpreted and perverted by Mr. I. and his disciples, 
will justify a more particular notice of them. 

''For he (God) hath made him to be sin for us" (a 
ain-ofierisg) '' who knew no sin, that we might be made 
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the righteousness of God in him." (2 Cor. v. 21.) If 
Christ, as Mr. Irving contends, assumed sinful flesh, 
" liahie to, yea inclined to, all those evils which the law 
interdicted/' could this nescience, or unconsciousness of 
sin be predicated of him P 

" God sending his Son in the likenese of einful 
fleeh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh." (Rom. 
viii. 3.) The force of the term likeness we shall soorx 
have occasion to notice. How strange to argue from this 
passage the positive sinfulness of the flesh of Christ ! 
The word likeness here refers not to flesh, but to the term 
sinful. Mr. I. insists on rendering (rofo^^i/c dfiaprla^, 
" the flesh of sin." Is it necessary to inform him, or 
Mr. B., that this phrase is an Hebraism, which in our 
translation is properly rendered " sinful flesh ?" Christ 
was sent in real flesh, but only in the likeness of sinful 
flesh. 

The same apostle declares concerning Christ, " For 
we have not an High Priest which cannot be touched 
with the feeling of our infirmities ; but was in all points 
tempted like as we are, yet without sin.'* (Heb. iv. Id.) 
From this passage, Mr. B. following Mr. I., argues that 
our Saviour must have taken on him bl fallen nature. He 
says, '* that unfallen flesh can be tempted in all points 
like as fallen flesh, is a position which we utterly deny ; 
and the apostle asserts of our Lord, that He was ' in all 
points tempted like as we are, yet without sin.' " 

Macknight's version and paraphrase of this verse, and 
his note on it, are as follows : — 

Version. — " v. 15. For we have not an High Priest 
who cannot sympathize with our weaknesses. But one 
who was tempted in all points, according to the likeness 
of his nature to ours, without sin." 

Paraphrase.— '^ To this constancy we Christians are 
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encouraged, by the character of our High Priest. For 
though he be the Sou of God, we have not in him an 
High Priest who cannot sympathize with us in our 
weaknesses, but one most compassionate, who being made 
flesh was tempted, in us far as the likeness of his nature 
to ours would admit, yet never committed any sin." 

Note. — " Kad dfAoiolnrcu The likeness of our Lord's 
nature to ours was not an exact likeness, for he was free 
from that corruption which, as the consequence of Adam's 
sin, has infected all mankind: as is intimated in the 
expression, (Rom. viii. 3,) 'sending his Son in the like- 
ness of sinful flesh, " * 

Mr. B.'s interpretation, however, of this passage would 
go too far. If oiu* Lord was in all points tempted like 
as we are, according to Mr. B.*s application of the terms 
" like*' and " likeness," he must have been tempted not 
only to the same sins, but also from the same cause. 
Was he ever tempted to despair of God's mercy, from 
remorse of conscience ? '* Every man," saith St. James, 
is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust, and 
enticed,'' Many of our temptations arise out of the 
depravity, rebellion, and alienation of our hearts from 
God. Will Mr. B. pretend that " in all points,'' then, 
Christ was tempted *' like as we are?" This were, 
indeed, to deny that our Lord escaped the taint of 
original sin; and this, in fact, notwithstanding all at- 
tempted evasions and explanations, is the natural in- 
ference of Mr. Irving s doctrine, which attributes to the 

* There appears to be a peculiarity ia the inspired apostle's 
langpiage in this passag^e: it is not its, Scwtp, icaBJar^p, but 
tudfoitoumfra, secundum similitudinem ; is not the force and true 
meaning of the phrase correctly expressed bj " io far as his resem- 
blance to us is permitted," It is not necessary, howeveri to lay 
much stress on this ? 
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Hulj JcsBS a Imman mtme in itadf " liable to, yea 
imeihud U, aO dioae evik wlndi the law interdicted V 

Theie is, homerer, anodier passage in which St. Paul 
mes the torn likemas, which will justify the remarks 
akeadj made ; (du^. ii. 17.) " Wherefore in all tkiagi 
it behoved him to be made like onto his brethren." 
If we here, as Mr. B. contends in his criticism of several 
pe^es on the term ** likeness," are to understand an 
entire identity of nature, then how can we except that 
acknowledged point of difierence, " original sin ?''^ 



* I hare not thought it iwcawiy to lengthen this pamphlet by 
a partienlar notice of Mr. B.'s lemaiks on the force of the terms 
" Uh^ and '* Ukmau" (p. 9-*ti.) His argument is, that when 
those tenos are used, thej mean to express entire identity. Need 
he be reminded, that two things completely exclude Wceneu: 
either total contrariety, or entire identity. Unfortunately, the 
first proof adduced by Mr. Buzne in support of his illogical 
system of interpretation is &tal to his argument, viz. : " Let 
OS make man in our image, after our Ukeneu," If, according 
to Mr. Bume's method of interpretation, Christ's being ** in 
the likeneu of sinful flesh," means that he was in reality " sinful 
flesh," then Adam's being made in the likeness of God must mean 
that he was made really God / As if aware of so impious a con- 
clusion, and in direct contradiction of his own argument, Mr. 6. 
makes Adam*s Ukenets to his Creator to consist in his moral 
perfections ; and here again he is obliged to qualify his meaning 
by saying, *' He (Adam) was something far below him — a crea- 
ture, and not God." Even this is fatal to Mr. B.'s argument. 
If Adam was like God in his moral perfections, those moral 
perfections in Adam and in his Creator were not entirely identical, 
in God they were perfect, infinite, and immutable ; whereas in 
Adam, before the fall, we know they were imperfect, inasmuch as 
they were ^niCe and mutable. This is one instance, which might 
be verifiec also in others, of the fallacy of Mr. B.'s reasoning on 
the term likeness — ab un6 ditce omnes ! It is not necessary, in 
order *to prove likeneu between persons and things, that there 
should be an entire identity: the resemblance holds in certain 
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When> therefore, the inspired apostle declares that oar 
Lord was "tempted in all points like as we are,'* or 
according to the likeness of his nature to ours, he de- 
clares a truth that no one douhts — that in infinite love 
and condescension he suhmitted to endure all those 
trials and temptations in his human nature, to which we 
are exposed, and by which we are exercised, so hv as the 
likeness of his nature to ours would admit of. What was 
there in this to indicate that his humanity must have 
been fatten and sinful F If the mere fact of being 
tempted to sin, or to be assailable by temptation, be an 
evidence of a iiEillen and sinful nature, then Adam must 
have possessed afiedlen and sinful nature before he fell by 
the first transgression ! I here subjoin some im- 
portant remarks of Dr. Owen. ** He (Christ) can be 
affected with a sense of our infirmities, because he was 
tempted; — (ireiretpaer/ievov,) (envpted ; that is, tried, ex- 
ercised ; for no more doth the word originally import. 
Whatever moral evil is in temptation, proceeds bom the 
depraved invention of the tempter, or from the sinful 
weakness of the tempted. In itself, and materially con- 
sidered, it is but a trial which may have a good or bad 
efifect.** — ** Without sin ; sin vdth respect to temptation, 
may be considered, either as the principle or the effect 
of it : in the first sense, men are tempted to sin by sin 
itself; to actual by habitual an; to outward by in- 
dwelling sin, (James i. 14, 15,) and this is the great 
source of our temptations. In the second sense, sin is 
what temptation tends to, what it designs and produceth. 

points, but not in eveiy point. I repeat the remark, two things 
completely exclude likeness, total oppotitum, or entire identity. 
Hsd Mr. B. considered this, he wonld never, in support of an 
anti-seriptnral doctrine, have allowed himself in the hypercritical 
remarks which fill several pages of his pamphlet. 

C 



(SO 

Now in what respect was our High Priest tempted * witb- 
oQt sin ?' If the denial of sin rekte to the farmsr, then 
the apostle preserves in us dae apprehensions of die 
purity and holiness of Christ, tkai we do not imayino 
that he was Uahle to amf temptatione to ein from 
within. If the Utter be mtemded, then aU sueeeu of 
temptation upon our High Priest is denied. He neither 
was tempted by sin, sueh was the holiness of his 
nature ; nor did his temptation produoe any sin, smeh 
was the perfection of his obedience,** 

Having thus exposed the misrepresentations and fal- 
lacies contained in Mr. B. s pamphlet, and shown that 
the doctrine concerning our Lord's nature which he 
defends as " orthodox/' is equafly opposed to the doc- 
trine of sacred Scripture, and to the (aith upheld in the 
churchin all ages, I oonld be content here to close the 
discussion. A sense of duty, however, constrains me to 
notice the awful and dangerous t^idency of tht doctrine 
in question. 

The doctrine which attribnies to our Loid a fallen 
and sinful nature, derogates from his glory as the infi- 
nitely holy asd ^Uvine Redeemer. It is in vain for those 
who hold thils 'doctrine to contend that Christ was holy 
and spotless, while they insist that his humanity was 
Men and sinful, '< liable to, and incUnetP* to moral evil. 
This Is said to be the case not with the flesh of Christ 
only, but is offinned of the whole of his humanity, both 
body and soul. ** It grieves me every day,'' says Mr. 
Irving, ^ to find how unsound is the fidth of many, how 
insecure and unsteady the faith of almost all, in the true 
humanity of Christ : I mean, humanity of the substance 
of the blessed Virgin ; humanity body and soul, under 
all the conditions of ihe fall, tempted in all points, 
-inward and outward, -^ wo are tempted" However 
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it may be attempted to qualify the terms '' fallen^^ and 
" sinfiil," aach qualifications by no means nifiect the truth 
of the stalmnent as to the teildency of the doctrine. 
Whik Christ ia represented as possessing a nature with 
inherent propensities to moral eril« — ^with a. will in bond- 
age, which needed to be redeemad and to be brought into 
concord with the will of God : and while, moreover, his 
obedience to the divine will is rispresented as the conse- 
quence of the work of " the Spirit, mfarcing the flesh to 
do it unwilling service" — it cannot be otherwise, than 
that the direct tendency of such doctrine is to derogate 
ftom the glory of the original and perfect holiness of the 
Redeemer. If there was, as Mr. I. contends, in the 
human nature of our Lord, an inelinaiion to sin^ or to 
rebellion against God in any shape, that inclination, 
however successfully resisted, is in itself sinful, and Axes 
the stain of sin upon the Redeemer. What must be the 
natural effect of such a doctrine on minds inclined to 
scepticism in reference to Christianity P— 'what on the 
minds of humble Christians, accustomed, under the in- 
fluence of a better faiths to revere and love the Saviour, 
as " holy, harmless, undefiled» and separate from sin- 
ners ?" Such a doctrine is condemned even by the con- 
fession of demons ; they, when they beheld our Lord in 
the days of his humiliation, said, " We know thee who 
thou art; the holy One of God T 

Such views of the human nature of our Lord, as those 
for the orthodoxy of which Mr. B. contends, are sub- 
versive of our faith in the meritorious obedience and 
death of Christ. Even admitting, as Mr. I. and his 
disciples do, that our Lord was never chargeable with siijL 
in thought, word, or deed ; yet if he had, as they con- 
tend, a sinful nature, with a propensity to evil, I cannot 
see how it was possible that he could be " the Lamb 
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without blemisby and without spof If, as they contend, 
the holiness of Christ was the consequence of the success- 
ful resistance of the motions of sin in the flesh, the effect 
of the constraining, the regenerating, and sanctifying 
operations of the Spirit on a nature fallen and sinful, 
then I cannot imagine how that holiness, which in this 
case was a grace imparted, could in any way be me- 
ritorious on the behalf of others. Again, if, as taught by 
Mr. I., Christ's human nature needed redemption, how 
could he be the redeemer of others ? — for, as Bishop 
Pearson, before quoted, observes, " Whosoever is sinful 
wanteth a redeemer ; and he could have redeemed none, 
who stood in need of his own redemption." Again, if, 
as Mr. I. and Mr. B. contend, Christ died by the com- 
mon property of flesh to die, that he was mortal because 
his nature was fallen and sinful, ** and did underlie the 
curse of death," then the voluntary character of the death 
of Christ, as Lord of his own life, is done away with, 
and no solid ground of hope remains in its atoning 
efficacy. It is unnecessary to pursue this train of ob- 
servation; enough has been hinted to show, that this 
new system of theology subverts the only sure founda- 
tion (^ a sinner s hope of obtaining acceptance with Grod 
through the meritorious obedience and vicarious sacrifice 
of the Son of God. 

As a necessary consequence of this doctrine of our 
Lord's human nature, novel and unscriptural views of 
other fundamental doctrines are entertained, and zea- 
lously promulgated. They who adopt the heresy of Mr. 
I. as " the orthodox doctrine,'' have a new creed to 
learn. Hence the extraordinary phraseology used by 
them, and the novel and startling statements in which 
they indulge in reference to many important doctrines of 
revelation! I can only particularly notice this sin- 
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gularity in one point, and but briefly notice others. I 
haTe principally in view here, Mr. B.'s statement on the 
doctrine of the atonefnent '* Unless," he says, " we 
hold the orthodox doctrine that Christ came in fallen 
numhood, we destroy also the very essence of the atone- 
mentp which we ai*e taught by the Scriptures to regard, 
not merely in the light of a substitution, the putting of 
one to sufier in the place of another, but as th^ setting of 
parties who are at variance, at one again. See Acts 
vii. 26. Such, indeed, is the real meaning of the word 
when dissected, at-one-ment, the Greek word for which 
18 katalUge^-reconciliation. (Rom. v. 11.)" Mr. B. pro- 
ceeds thus to reason on this view of the atonement. 

*• Now there was no variance between God and the 
im£dlen flesh of Adam. There was nothing in him 
before the fall to reconcile, to bring back, or to make at 
one with God. It was the fallen flesh which required to 
be set at one with God ; and this Christ did by taking it 
into his person, upholding it from sinning, sanctifying it 
wholly, and constraining it, in his person, to do the 
perfect and entire will of God. This he did by the 
Holy Spirit given unto him without measure ; as it is 
written, *' who through the eternal Spirit oflfered himself 
without spot to God ;" and thus God and the fallen 
nature are reconciled once more ; God and man are at 
one .again. Here is the atonement l"* 

They who are desirous of seeing this new doctrine of 
atonement more fully stated may do so by reference to 
the book of Mr. I. on the Human Nature, and the work 
of Mr, Erskine, entitled " The Brazen Serpent." These 
writers are regarded as great authorities by Mr. B. and 
his brethren, and a close imitation of their style, and a 

• Page 13. 

c 3 
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senile adopdoo of their argnments and phrases, will 
strike every one who has taken the tnmUe to read the 
hooks I have named. 

This view of the atonement excludes the sahstitntioD 
and vicarious death of Christ in the place of sinners. 
There is a fearful discrepancy between such a view of the 
redemption and atonement of Christ, and the following 
statements of holy Scripture. " Messiah shall be cut off, 
but not fcnr himself." — " He was wounded for our trans- 
gressionsi he was bruised for our iniquities." — " The 
Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all." — " Thou 
shalt make his soul an ofioing for sin.'' — ** He suffered 
the just for the unjust." — " Whom God hath set forth 
to be a propitiation through faith in his blood." — " God 
commendeth his love towards us, in that, while we were 
yet sinners Christ died for us."— "If, while we were 
enemies^ we were reconciled by the death of' his Son," &c. 
— " Who gave himself for our sins." — " He himself bore 
our sins in his own body on the ti'ee.'' — *' Having made 
peace through the blood of his cross." — " You that were 
sometime alienated, and enemies in your mind, yet now 
hath he reconciled in the body of his flesh through 
death." — To these it is only necessary to add the grate- 
ful acknowledgment of glorified saints, ''Thou art 
worthy ; for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to 
God by thy blood.'* Such is the doctrine of sacred 
Scripture concerning the redemption and atonement of 
Christ The idea of the substitution of Christ in the 
place of the guilty sinner, and of atonement being actually 
made for mankind by the vicarious death of the Saviour, 
will alone meet and justify the statements of holy writ 
on this subject. This view of atonement by the suffer- 
ings and death of Christ alone accords with the repie- 
sentations given by the inspired apostles of the sacrifices 
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of the Mosaic law^ as being typical of the death of 
Christ Reject this, and it is not possible to assign any 
adequate reason for the divine institution of those sacri- 
ficial rites. *' If," it has been well observed, '' they had 
no moral efficacy in themselves to expiate the guilt, 
or cleanse away the pollutions of the human heart, and 
if they sustained no relation to ' the Lamb of God 
which taketh away Che sins of the world,* then their 
pomp, their profusion, their costliness, the rigour with 
which they were exacted, and the solemnity with which 
they were perfoimed, are utterly mysterious." 

The view of atonement, as held by Mr. I., and con- 
tended for as *' the orthodox doctrine'^ by Mr. B., is 
diametrically opposed to holy Scripture, and accords to 
a fearful extent with the doctrine of Socinianism : it 
denies the substitution of Christ and his vicarious death 
as the cause of our redemption : this Mr. I. condemns 
as '' the stock-jobbing theology of the religious world P' 
What is it that they give us in the place of this Scripture 
doctrine of atonement P They say, the work of Christ in 
bringing our nature, at variance with God, in his otvti 
person, into conformity or at-one-ment with the divine 
will, is the atonement, reconciliation, or redemption 
accomplished by Christ on earth ! Hence, Mr. Erskine, 
whom Mr. B. follows, treating on the nature and neces- 
sity of tlie sufferings of Christ, contends that Christ did 
not suffer instead of men, to save them from suffering, 
but as their Head, their Leader and Commander, opening 
a way for them through death, by which way lie calls on 
them to follow him.*'* The Scriptures every where 
speak of the atonement or redemption of Christ as 
effected by his death. According to Mr. I. and Mr. 

• *• Brazen Serpent,** &c. p. 37—55. 
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B/s doctrine^ it was the acbievement of his lifi I The 
Scriptures represent the atonement or redemption of 
Christ, as effected by his sufierings and death, as a substi- 
tute bearing the curse due to our sins : Mr. I. and his 
disciples contend that his suf^ings and death were la 
consequence' of his having a fallen and sinful ofllnre, 
which he had in his own person to reconcile to God ! 
The Scriptures represent the atonement or redemption of 
Christ as a great work accomplished by Christ himself 
for others : Mr. I. and his disciples represent it as the 
work of the Holy Giiost, wrought in Christ and in all 
believers f Thus the great work of atonement or recon- 
ciliation is attributed, not to the grace, the blood, the 
death of the Saviour, but to the Holy Ghost. On this 
scheme it would be more correct in them to speak of the 
third person in the adorable Trinity, rather than of the 
second, as the Redeemer ! According to this scheme, the 
' substitution and vicarious sacrifice of the Saviour are re- 
duced to little better than mere figments or nonentities. 
It can therefore excite no surprise, that they who have 
adopted such views of the nature and atonement of 
Christ, should also adopt and promulge the doctrines of 
universal redemption, universal ))ardon, and of christian 
perfection, with many other cnidities unnecessary here 
to be noticed. Enough has been said to show the 
immense danger which conuects with a depaiture from 
scriptmre truth in any fundamental doctrine. Error is 
contagious ; one error leads to another ; the course of the 
individual who has departed from the good old way of 
truth, becomes eccentric: the natural vanity of the 
human heart is flattered by its singularity ; whither such 
a course once traversed will lead the erring individual, 
is known only to that God, who seeth the end from the 
beginning. 
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I have only one remark more to make : the baneful 
influence of these views is seen in its effects on the chris- 
tian spirit and practice. Oyer some, who, previously to 
their embracing the errors of this new school, ^ere burn- 
ing and shining lights in the church, we have now to 
mourn as ** wandering stars/' The new system of theo- 
^^y* ^y directing the minds of young converts to 
novelties in faith, and to questions of doubtful disputa- 
tion, calls off their attention from those certain, funda- 
mental, and practical truths of religion which minister to 
growth in christian knowledge and sanctity. Agreement 
in the peculiar views in question forms a passport to that 
communion of saints, from which all others, however 
eminent for piety and usefulness, are considered worthy 
of exclusion.* 

It is boasted that the new opinions are most favour- 
able for the advancement and exhibition of christian 
excellence. Is it so ? One mark of christian excellence 

* In justificatioD of this remark, I appeal to a printed sermon 
of one of the authors of" the joint production/' on which I have 
been animadverting. The writer quotes a passage from the Rev. 
— Dodsworth, to this effect : "To denj that he (Christ) took a 
fallen nature is a palpable heresy, which heresy subjects those that 
hold it to excommunication from the church ; and much would it be to 
her welfare, if such unworthy sons were indeed ^ected /"' Mr. B.'s 
assistant, in drawing up his pamphlet, says, he " perfectly 
CONCUBS WITH Mr. Dodswortu IK THIS OPINION ! !" (See Ser- 
mon on " The Word made Flesh/' p. 26.) The brethren who 
have embraced the Irving heresy say they are persecuted, because 
in some instances they have been opposed in their efforts to dis- 
seminate anti-scriptural dogmas : the charge of persecution comes 
with an iU g^ce from them, seeing they consider aU who do not 
bold that Christ took a fallen and sinful nature, subject themselves to 
" excommunication from the church,** and speak of them as "unworthy 
sons,** whose yection from the chnroh would be " to her welfare P* 
(Matt. vu. 1, a.) 
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is sobriety and humiUty of spirit ; do we see this to be 
the eSSect of Mr. I/s Tiews on the minds and in the 
conduct of those who have embtaced them P It is an eij^- 
dence of christian piety to love the brethren. Are those 
views which narrow the communion of saints, and which 
lead those who embrace thekn to separate from the bre- 
thren, and to doom to periition ail who cannot subscribe 
to their dogmas, likely to nurture and expand tme 
christian charity and love ? It is an evidence of real 
religion to compassionate, and to make self-denying efforts 
for the conversion of the millions who are perishing for 
lack of the knowledge of a Sariour. Can that be the 
truth of God which paralyses the efbrts cfi christian 
benevolence, and which alienates from those christian 
societies which aim at the division of the Gospel of 
Christ throughout the world ? But I fbibear : sufficient 
has been written to prompt the pious mind to o£Eer up to 
Almighty God the following petitions : 

" That it may please Thee to bring into the way of 
truth, all such as have erred and are deceived/' 

" From all false doctrine, heresy, and schism, good 
Lord deliver us." 



THE END. 
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Which the Reader is requested to correct in the following 
Tract. 

Page 4. — ^Two lines from the bottom of the page, instead of, 
« and to the featores of the human countenance in using them !" 
read '' and to the features of the human countenance in using 
them to expreu the tublime emotioni of hit holy toul !" 

Page 8» line 3— for " greater*^ read " great.** 

Page 9, line 16, instead of, " that He might bring them onto 
death" read, " that he might bring them unto God J* 
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My DEAR Friend, 

I READILY adopt your suggestion , aod resume in the 
present foroi^ the subject of our recent conversatioui 
Most sincerely with yourself do I deplore the extension of 
those enrorsi which it is now usual. to designate under the 
title of Irvingism. When I see that their tendency is to 
engage the mind in rash and vain speculations, instead of 
promoting the growth of christian humility — to produce 
censoriousness, instead of nurturing charity — to separate 
christian brethren — to narrow the communion of satDts» 
and to diminish zeal in the support of those noble insti'* 
tutions which aim at the diffusion of the knowledge and 
blessings of Christianity throughout the world ; I feel that 
views which lead to such consequences, cannot originate 
with the " Spirit of trtfth«" Most sincerely do I regret, that 
any, whom for many reasons I highly esteem, should by 
such speculations have been drawn away from '' the sim- 
plicity that is in Christ.'' 

I will now, as you desire, give you my views of the 
heresy broached by Mr. Irving, of the fallen and sinful 
humanity of Christ. This I consider to be one of the 
most awful heresies which has been advanced, either in 



aocient or modern times. It derogates from the glory of 
Christ's person and work — it is subversive of the only hope 
of a fallen world — it is no less opposed to the doctrine of 
holy scripture, than it is to the doctrine of the church in 
which we have the privilege to labour. This is stating my 
objection to the doctrine in question strongly, but not 
more so, I hope, than the subject requires and justiBes. 

One thing has surprised me, that our brethren who have 
embraced Mr. Irving^s doctrine of the fallen and sinful 
humanity of Christ, charge those who do not hold this 
view of the subject, with the denial of the scripture doctrine, 
that the Son of God took upon him our nature. Such a 
charge is, to say the least, as disingenuous as it is untrue. 
I know of no one who doubts the all-important truth, that 
our Lord took our nature, that he was *' man, of the sub- 
stance of his mother, born in the world .^^ There is no truth 
more clearly revealed In holy scripture than this. It is a 
truth of equal importance with that of the essential deity 
of the Son of God. It was necessary, to secure the great 
ends of his mission into our world, that the Son of God 
should appear in the truth of our nature. He came to 
expiate our sins, by suffering and dying for us, of this, his 
godhead was incapable; it therefore behoved, that our 
Saviour should take a nature capable of suffering and 
dying: it behoved that satisfaction should be made to 
God in the same nature which had transgressed. It was 
man that sinned, and therefore man must make satisfaction 
for sin: ^'forasmuch as the children were partakers of 
flesh and blood, Christ himself likewise took part of the 
same; that through death he might destroy him that had 
the power of death, that is, the devil." (Heb, ii. 14.) 
Christ took our flesh, not for these important ends alone, 
but also, that by a voluntary submission to them, he might 
be touched with the feeling of our infirmities, and be able 
to sympathise with us under our various temptations. 
What dignity did our Lord put on our nature, by taking it 
into an everlasting union with his divinity ! what glory did 
he give to the members of the human boay, by using them 
as the instruments of effecting his wonderful works of power 
and mercy, and to the features of the human countenance 
in using them ! In his human nature, absolutely spotless, 
Christ has exhibited that pattern of perfect moral rectitude. 
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to which ultimately all who believe in him will be perfectly 
conformed. 

It surely is not necessary to employ argument to expose 
the fallacy of the reasoning of those who say^ unless we 
believe that Christ took our nature as fallen and sinful, 
it was not our nature, but one different from it. It is not 
necessary or essential to our nature, that it be fallen and 
sinful — it was not corrupt in its original state— its sinful- 
ness aud corruption is, strictly speaking, an accident or 
defect of that nature, and is the consequence of the fall 
of man. Human nature, in all that is essential to it, ex- 
isted nnfallen and sinless in Adam before the fall ; will our 
brethren, on that account, deny , the identity or sameness 
of Adam's nature with our own ? It would be just as 
reasonable to deny, that gold in the pure mass is not gold, 
because it is not mixed up with much alloy. The charge 
then, that all who deny that Christ took a fallen and 
sinful nature, deny his participation of our nature, is, I 
repeat, disingenuous and untrue. 

I will now, with as much brevity as the importance of 
the subject will admit, state the reasons which convince me 
that the humanity assumed by Christ was absolutely holy, 
and not fallen and sinful. It was the appointment of God 
that the sacrificial victims offered for sin, under the law, 
should be without spot or blemish ; this was designed to 
prefigure the immaculate holiness of Christ, the great 
sacrifice for sin. How could Christ, if he really assumed 
a fallen and sinful nature, answer to the type, as in this 
case he could not be the Lamb without spot? The 
miraculous conception of Christ is so decisive on this 
point, that I shall deem no apology necessary for insisting 
strongly upon it, I will just premise here, that if, as Mr. 
Irving contends, the holiness of Christ was the effect of 
the Spirit's operation, sanctifying that fallen nature as- 
sumed by Christ, I can see no special reason which rendered 
the miraculous conception necessary; seeing this great 
work of regenerating and sanctifying the human nature 
of Christ might have been accomplished, had our Lord 
been bom into the world in the orainarv way. There was 
clearly a special reason for the miraculous ccnception of 
Christ ; he came to deliver our nature from the corruption 
which was the consequence of the fall ; it was therefore 



necessary that the nature he assumed, though in all es- 
sential to it identical with our own, should yet be unfallen 
and sinless; that as the XVth article of our Church 
expresses it, he might be '^ clearly void of sin both in the 
fiesh and in the spirit.** It was necessary that he should 
be born of a woman to fulfil the promises, which declared 
that Messiah should be '' the seed of the woman" — *' the 
seed of Abraham '^-^and " of the seed of David according 
to the flesh /^ Had our Lord assumed our nature, and been 
born in the ordinary way, he could not have escaped the 
taint and consequences of original sin, that ** fault and 
corruption of the nature of every man, that naturally is 
engendered of the o£&pring of Adam^" and which ^doth 
remain, yea, in them that are regenerated." Here we see 
the necessity of the miraculous conception. A body 
absolutely spotless was miraculously prepared for Christ 
to be a meet habitation for his holy soul. *^ He was con- 
ceived by the Holy Ghost," being not begotten by ordinary 
generation, his human nature derived no taint of original 
sin from Adam, but was absolutely holy, as Adam's was in 
the day when God created him and breathed into him the 
breatl> of life. Had the human nature of Christ been 
fallen and sinful, could the angel have spoken truth, when 
be said to the virgin, ^'that Holt Thing which shall be 
born of thee, shall be called the Son of God?" If the 
human nature of Christ was fallen and sinful, would not 
the Holy Ghost be the author of that which is fallen 
and sinful? This important .fact^ viewed in connexion 
with the grand design of Christ's incarnation, to make 
atonement for sin, is directly at variance with the notion 
of his assumption of our nature as fallen and sinful. 

The declaration of Christ concerning himself is no less 
conclusive ; — '^ the prince of this world cometh, and hath 
nothing in me," (John xiv. 30.) Had his nature been 
assumed fallen and sinful, this could not have been true ; 
there would in that case have beeti, at least, original cor- 
ruption in Christ, on which the prince of darkness might 
have worked to tempt him to evlK If, as Mr. Irving asserts, 
Christ as to his human nature was " made capable of, and 
inclined to, all evil," and was not separate in this respect 
from sinners till his resurrection, then " the prince of this 
world" had something in him. The records of our 



Saviour's life, ab given by the four EvangeiistSi contain 
not a single expression or action of Christ's ip the least 
to countenance the horrid idea, that bis human nature, 
like our own, was fallen and sinful. 

In vain do we examine the writings of the apostles 
for any thing to countenance this notion .: They are un Emi- 
mous in their testimony.to the absolute holinieas of Christ : 
*' He was holy, katinl&sSy . undefiled, • and separate from 
sinnert"^-** in kim was no sm*l — >" he knew no sin**^—:" he 
was tempted in all points like as, we are, yet wiihbut sin/* 
If there be one point that stands forth with greater pro-* 
minency than another in the. apostolic writings, it is this> 
that though our Lord partook of our very nature, there 
was the entire absence of every thing, both in his fl^sh 
and spirit; which implied the least degree bf moral degene* 
racy. 1 am aware that several passagels of scripture are 
urged as contradicting this view of the absolute purity of 
Chri8t*8 human nature. It is urged that the apostle 
expressly declares, that ^' God sent his Son in the likeness 
of sinful flesh." Those early heretics, the Marcionites, 
who held that the body of Christ was not a real body, hnt 
only an imaginary one, urged- this passage in support of 
their heresy. Now, they who hold that Christ Jbook fallen 
nature, argue> from the force and connexion of the term 
" likeness" in other places, that the apostle here expressly 
asserts that Christ took '^ sinful fiesh.V The word 
** UAeness" in this passage most be referred, not to the 
word "flesh/' but tp the word " sinJuL" It was true fleshy 
biit only lUie to sinful flesh. It is also urged that Christ 
must have had a fallen and sinful nature, because it is 
said, *^ he was in all points tempted like as we are," although 
it is expressly added, ** yet without sin.'* To argue that 
because Christ was temjp^ed as 'we are, he must have had 
a sinful nature^ or there could he no merit or virtue in his 
resisting temptations, is a strange way of argumentatipn. 
Did the fact of Adam's being temf>ted to evil,'provethat he 
bad a fallen and sinful nature before the fall ? or, had angels 
of light a fallen and sinful nature, becausethey were tempted, 
and fell by transgression? There is reason to believe 
that the hcHy soul of Christ was assailed by horrible temp- 
tations to every evil by the prince of darkness; but this 
is no proof that he had a fallen and sinful nature, as 



8 

Mr. Irving expresses it, ^' not only made liable to, bat 
hiclined to, all those things which the law interdicted." 
The fact that the greater tempters to evil, satan^ sin, and 
the world, found him invulnerable to the shafts of tempta* 
tion, proves that *' in him was no sin." The prayer of Christ 
in the garden, ''if it be possible let this cup pass from 
me; nevertheless not my wiil> but thine be done,'' is urged 
as proof that Christ*' had a will contrary to the will of 
God, and thereforie that his humanity must have been 
fallen . The words however, rightly considered, prove to the 
contrary ; they show the entire acquiescence and oneness 
of Christ's human will with that of bis Father's will. It 
is not sinful, or an evidence of a sinful nature, to feel an 
aversion from suffering ; while this shows the real humanity 
of the Son of God, the fact of his willingness to do the 
will of God by submitting to. those untold sufferings, both 
of body and soul, which he had then in prospect, is in 
itself one of the strongest proofs of the entire accordance 
of his will with that of God's, that he possessed a nature 
absolutely holy, and that there was in him no principle of 
rebellion to the will of God. 

In support of the notion that Christ had a nature like 
our own, fallen and sinful, we are reminded of his infirmi- 
ties, his hunger, thirst, weariness, sorrows, and suffering^, 
and that he was mortal according to the common course 
of nature. I will quote here the excellent observations of 
Dr. Owen : ** We have not only the general depravity of 
our nature, but the obliquity of our particular constitu- 
tions, to conflict with. Hence one is disposed to anger, 
another to levity, a third to sensuality, and another to 
sloth ; but the body of Christ being perfectly pure, there 
was no tendency in his constitution to the least deviation 
from perfect holiness. The exquisite harmony of bb 
natural temperature, made love, meekness, gentleness, 
patience, benignity, and goodness, natural to him, as 
having an incapacity of such motions as should have a con- 
trary tendency. Hence also, though he took on him those 
infirmities which belong to human nature, yet he took 
none of our particular infirmities, which cleave to us 
through the vice of our constitutions. Those natural 
passions of our minds, which are capable of being means 
of trouble, as grief and sorrow, he took upon him; and 



alto those infirmities of nature which are troublesome to 
the body, as hunger^ thirsty weariness, and pain ; but as to 
our bodily diseases and distempers, he 3¥as absolutely 
free from. The infirmities, pains, sorrows, and death of 
Christ, can be satisfactorily accounted for in another way, 
without considering them as indications of a fallen and 
sinful nature. Whatever Christ suffered, and whatever 
degree of abasement he submitted to, from his birth to his 
death, was in consequence of the peculiar office he sus- 
tained as a substitute for sinners — *'he hath borne our 
griefs, and carried our sorrows.'' (Isa. liii. 4.) Though 
he subjected bis flesh and his spirit to our sorrows and 
sufferings, there was in this no indication of inherent 
moral evil. He suffered the "just for the unjust, that he 
might bring them unto death." These remarks are equally 
applicable to the death of Christ ; ''he died /or «s'*— ''he 
humbled himself and became obedient unto the death of the 
cross." The fact of his dying is no evidence of his having a 
fallen nature, much less is it evidence that Christ was mortal 
according to the common course of nature. The words 
of Christ, " I have power to lay down my life, and I have 
power to take it up again,^' viewed in connexion with the 
peculiarity of his death, " he bowed his head," and dis- 
missed his spirit, (a^i/ice to irvevfAa,) to my mind appears to 
indicate an independence of mortality. His " hud cry,'' 
at the moment of dissolution, showed that there was at 
the time much of the strength of nature in him; the 
calmness and the majesty with which he dismissed his 
spirit, show that his death was not according to the com- 
mon course of nature —it was a voluntary sacrifice of his 
life for the benefit of others ; it indicates nothing of that 
weakness peculiar to sinful flesh — it shows the unearthly 
majesty of one who had power to lay down his life, and 
to take it up again ; there was in it something so divine and 
unique, that it extorted from a pagan centurion the con- 
fession^ ** truly this was the Son of God.** 

Having thus stated the reasons from scripture which 
satisfy my mind, that the doctrine of Mr. Irvine and of 
those who hold with him on the subject of Christ s human 
nature^ is heretical, I will make a remark or two as to the 
contrariety of this doctrine to that propounded in the XVth 
article of our church. The IXth article defines *' original 
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or birth sin/' to be, ** the iault and cormption of Uie natnre 
of every man that naturally is eagend^red of the offspring; 
of Adam*' — this \i& fallen, and sir^ul natare. -Bearing this 
in mind, we pass on to the XVth article, ** Of Christ abmB 
without sin :" the words are, '' Christ, in the truth of our 
nature, was made like unto us in all things, sin only excepts 
from which he was clearly void, both in his flesh and in his 
spirit. He came to be the Lamb without spot^ who, by 
sacrifice of himself once made, should take away 
the sins of the world, and sin^ as St John saith, was not 
in him, &c.'" How any one can reconcile his belief in the 
statements of this aiticle> with the belief of Christ's taking 
a fallen and sinfuF nature, I am unable to imagine. If 
Chri^ took such a nature, he could not be clearly void of 
sin, both in his flesh and in his spirit Assuming for a 
moment that Christ took, fallen and sinful flesh, diat flesh 
must be sinful, even though^ its inherent corruption was 
subdued, and never once maniliested itself in a single word 
or action ; for the sinfulness of that flesh an atonement 
would be necessary-^Christ could not in that case be ^'the 
Lamb without spot." 

The natural tendency and consequences of the heresy 
on which I have been remarking, supply me with other 
arguments against it. As I am unwilling to extend this 
letter to an undue length, my remarks on this view of the 
subject will be brief. 

The doctrine which attributes to Christ a fallen and 
sinful nature, tends to degrade the Saviour. It is readily 
eonceded, that many who hold this notion are not aware of 
its tendency. Some years since. Dr. Priestley, Mr. Bel- 
sham, and others of the Socinian school, ventured to pro- 
claim Christ a peccable or sinful b^ing ; their obyect 
was to evade the force of those passages which speak 
of Christ as dying for sin, and from which we argue 
that the death of Christ was a vicarious atonement for sin. 
Yet they never went so far as to ascribe to Christ 9l fallen 
and sinful nature. They never used expressions in speak- 
ing of Christ equally horrible and revolting with the fol- 
lowing, which are extracted from Mr. Irving's writings in 
support of his doctrine of Chnst's fallen nature : — 

*' I believe that my Lord did come down, and toil, and 
sweat, atld travail, in exceeding great sorrow, in this mass 
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of , temptation, witb ^hich I and every sinful man are 
oppressed ; did • bring his divine person into death-pos« 
sessed humanity, into the one substance of manhood 
created in Adam, and by the iall brought into a state of 
resistance to, and alienation from Oody of condemnation 
and proclivity to evil, of sabjection'to'tfaedevi), and 
bearing It all upon his sboulder^r in that vefy state into 
which Oodput it after Adam had sinnidy^c^**—^^^ I mean 
to say, without shrinking from the consequences of saying 
it, that, through his human nature, the weight of all sin, all 
devih, all death, all corruption, lay upon him, and yet pre- 
vailed itot,&cJ*^-^'* If then Christ was made under the law> 
he must have been made by his human nature liable to, 
yea and iNCLiNsb to, all those things which the law in- 
terdicted** — '' I believe that the Son of Man was assailable, 
on this, side of his flesh or human nature, with every 
temptation, every, infirmity, to which I, or any one now 
hearing me, is obnoxious.''-**' If there had not been in 
Christ's nature, appetites, and ambitions, and spiritual 
darkenings, how, I ask, could the devil have addressed 
these several temptations to his will V* — *' In snth a rea- 
sonable soul, liable to temptations through the flesh, and 
in such a flesh loving the temptation, and ever conversing 
with the tempter, doth the Athanasian creed declare that 
Christ subsisted.'''—^* He resolving to become a mortal 
man, subjected himself to all the miseries, both of body and 
mind, which sin had :brottght into human nature: and 
according to this, he felt in his natural will a rebellion 
to the wilt of God in sentiment, but never in consent, and 
resitted this rebellion which he felt, &t,'' — '*1 hold it to 
be the surrender of the whole question to say, that He wan 
not conscious of, engaged with, and troubled by, every evil 
disposition that inhereth in the fallen manhood, &c." — 
*' That his soul descended into hell (hades,) proved it to 
be a fallen soul, &c.>-^^^ Mai^ood, after the fall, broke 
oat into sins of every name and aggravation ; corrupt to 
the very heart's core, and from the centre of its inmost 
will sending out streams black as hell. This is the human 
nature which every man is clothed upon withal, wAicA the 
Son of Man was clothed upon Mthal, bristliko thick 

AUD STEOIVO WITH SIN, LIKE THE HAIRS UPON THE 

PORCUPiNE,&c»'^ — (Irving on the Human Nature of Christ, 
p. 3, 4,7, 10, 16, 17,24, 37, 39. iii. 126.) 
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I will quote no more. Who that loves the Saviour can 
read such blasphemjT without a feeling of holy indignation ? 
Under the pretence of exalting Christ and his work, this is 
surely calling him accursed; and an inspired apostle 
saySy ** No man speaking by the Spirit of God calleth 
Jesus accursed." I cannot imagine how it is possible for 
any one to hold such views of the nature of Christ without 
a sensible diminution of those feelings of devout reverence 
and attachment to the Saviour, which are essential to the 
christian character. The preaching of such doctrine, 
however it may be qualified, cannot tend to exalt either 
the person or the work of Christ in the affections of our 
people. 

This doctrine is not only contrary to all our ideas of the 
immaculate holiness of Christ, but is subversive of our 
faith in his atoning sacrifice. The grand design of the 
Son of God in uniting our nature with his divinity, was to 
make an atonement for the sin of a guilty world. To set 
aside this doctrine, which is the glory of christianitv, 
Socinians started the idea of Christ's being a peccable 
being, which, if admitted, they knew would overthrow all 
faith in the atonement of Christ The doctrine which 
attributes to the Saviour a fallen and sinful nature, if true, 
would directly lead to the same consequences. Under the 
Jewish dispensation, the high priest had to offer sacrifices 
to God, not only for the people, but also for himself. The 
reason for the latter was obvious : ** he himself was also 
compassed with infirmity :" the high priest had a sinful 
nature, — was a sinner. Had Christ possessed a fallen 
nature, an atonement for the sinfulness of his own nature 
would have been necessary. *' For how," it has been 
justly asked, '' could a being that was naturally corrupt, 
in whatever department of his person the evil resided, ever 
make a satisfactory atonement for the moral corruption of 
other beings ? An atonement was necessary to take away 
his own sinfulness, and when, or where, or by whom, was 
that atonement made for Christ's human nature? — to say 
that his divine nature purified and consecrated his human 
nature, as soon as the union of the two took place, is not 
only a gratuitous assertion, but still leaves the absurdity 
unremoved, that the sinful being can atone for his own 
sinfulness.' I f then I could believe the doctrine of Christ's 
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tsBuraption of a fallen and sinful nature, it would destroy 
ny confidence in hi> atooiug sacrifice. 

The way ia which Mr. Irving and his friends endeavour 
to acconnt for the holinessof Chriat, notwithstanding they 
attribute to him a fallen and sinful nature, is unsatisfac- 
tory, and BubTereive of the merits of Christ. It ia con- 
tended that though Christ took a nature, " made capable, 
and inclined to" all evil, yet that his nature, in itself 
fallen and sinful, was regenerated, sanctified, and pre- 
served holy by the power of the Holy Ghost, victoriously 
fortifying it against all that evil to which it was tempted 
and inclined. This scheme puts Christ into the situatjon 
of a regenerated man ; the holiness of Christ was therefore 
not an absolute holiness of nature, but the effect of a 
grace imparted, of the sanctifying work of the Holy Ghost 
on a nature in itselfsinful and inclined to sin. Most of the 
protestant churches hold that the merit of Christ by 
which we are justified before Ood, is the merit of his active 
and passive obedience. The absolute sinlessness, the un- 
deviating and perfect obedience of his life to the law of 
Qod, as well as his atoning death, merited salvation for 
us. If the holiness, and perfect conformity oT Christ's 
life to the law of God, was the effect merely of the imparted 
grace of the Holy Ghost, it could not be meritorious. 
For that grace the Saviour himself would be a debtor. 
Thus, so far as I am able to apprehend the matter, the 
doctrine which ascribes to Christ a fallen and sinful nature, 
is snbversive of the active and passive merit of the 
Saviour. 

1 should not do justice to some who hold that Christ's 
nature was fallen and sinful, if I did not admit that they 
contend for its sinlessness. I need hardly remark the 
contradiction involved in such a concession. One says, 
that, "in the very act of union, Christ separated the 
nature from all sin, kept it holy, &c.'' Another says, that 
the nature of Christ, which was or^tna//y sinful, was per- 
fectly purified from all its sinfulneHs before it became a 
constituent part of his person. How absurd then to call 
the nature of Christ fallen and lin/ul ! If our brethren 
merely intend what I have just stated, why do they persist 
in retaining terms, in speaking of the humanity of the 
Saviour, manifestly incorrect and anti-scriptural, and 
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which give currency to heresy ? Why do they hold up 
the Saviour as our great pattern^ not as absolutely holy 
and clearly void of .8in> both in the flesh and the spirit, 
blit as grappling with, and overcoming all sin and temp- 
tation t» his .fleshy aad to which that flesh, they contend, 
was liable and inclined in common with our own ? Why 
do they accuse their brethren with the denial of the true 
humanity of Chri8t> because they oppose Mr. Irving's 
heresy on this point? how comes it to pass that there 
should be that singularity in their statements on this sub- 
ject, which disturbs the faith of those who love the Saviour P 
Here I will pause. May God preserve us in the good old 
paths of truth. May the faith once delivered to the saints 
be more and more precious to our hearts, and more and 
more influential in our lives. 

Believe me. 

Yours faithfully and truly. 
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